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June 17, 2012

Mr. Nick Germanos, HQ ACC/A7PS
129 Andrews St., Suite 337
Langley AFB, VA 23665-2769

Dear Mr. Germanos,

| am writing to offer commentary on the F-35A Draft Operational Basing

Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the basing in South Burlington,

Vermont at Burlington International Airport. | oppose this deployment and

request that the Air Force base these planes elsewhere. The environmental GO-1
impacts are just too great for the community to bear. :

My reasons are both professional and personal, as follows:

As a member of the South Burlington Development Review Board, | review
applications for housing and building construction. Affordable housing in

Chittenden County is currently at a severe shortage. The basing of the F-35 here

in South Burlington will greatly further reduce this number, which is simply 50-20
unacceptable. The number of housing units that fall within the 65 DB DNL line

numbers in the thousands. These are low and moderate income homes, which

our community desperately needs. We cannot tolerate this loss of housing, LU-3
either through direct acquisition by the Airport or through degradation of the SO-1
properties resulting from noise-level impacts and reduced financing options. The 50-18

economic losses to the community far outweigh any perceived gains of having
the F-35A based here. The total value of these homes is approximately half a
billion dollars. :

On a personal note, | suffer from a hearing condition called hyperacusis.

Basically, | am unable to tolerate loud noise and suffer severe pain at high ‘ NS-3
decibel levels. This affects my health every single day. Exposure to even one

instance of high decibel levels without ear protection causes effects in my

hearing that linger for several days or even weeks. My home is just outside of

the current 65 DB DNL line, and | have to take precautions whenever the existing

F-16s fly. Even with my accommodations by wearing earplugs on all days these

planes are in operation, the sound level is still at a threshold which is barely

tolerable. The F-35A is significantly louder. | will simply be forced to move if this 5O-4
plane is based here. Unfortunately, | am low-income and will likely be unable to

find housing nearby.
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Airfields and Airspace-AA

Response
P Comment Number Comment Description Response
Number
AA-1 M084, M202, M339 Will there be regulations and procedures to assure that Operational regulations and procedures are already applied and followed and

supersonic operation cannot occur outside of the designated
areas of the ocean?

would not be affected by implementing any of the alternatives. Each base-specific
Section 2.2.1 (Airspace Use) presents airspace configuration, whether supersonic
operations are authorized, and how the F-35 would fly. Currently, pilots must
comply with all FAA (e.g., JO 7400.8L) and Air Force regulations and procedures
(e.g., Air Force Instruction 13-201 ACC Supplement) which delineates supersonic
procedures, and this would not change under any of the alternatives.

AA-2 MO085 What are the minimum altitudes for AGS planes on approachto |AGS F-16 (and the F-35A) aircraft must (and will) follow all FAA published flight
Burlington International Airport? What policies are in place to approach altitudes and instructions just as all other aircraft on approach to
ensure they do not violate minimum altitudes? Burlington International Airport. These established parameters were used in the

noise modeling. Deviations from the FAA Federal Aviation Regulations (FARs) by
any pilot, military or civilian, are the purview of FAA Air Traffic Controllers and can
result in sanctions, to include suspension of pilot flight certificates.

AA-3 M131, M198 The DEIS did not specify how or if any low level training would The F-35A aircraft would not use MTRs and generally fly at higher altitudes than
occur with the F-35A. Maps showing MOAs did not also show current fighter attack aircraft. F-35As do not need MTRs to enter or exit the
MTRs linking the airspaces. If IR or VR will be used, please provide [military operations areas (MOAs). Rather, they can enter or exit the MOA
information in the EIS about how often and where F-35As will fly |anywhere (top, sides, or bottom). When in the MOAs, F-35A pilots will operate
when operations are below 5,000 ft MSL. within established floors and ceilings of the specific airspace units (see revised

Table 2-6 [Chapter 2]) for the type of training activities that would be done by F-
35As and the airspace dimensions in which they would operate. Please refer to
each of the base-specific sections at XX2.2.1 (e.g., BR2.2.1) and associated tables
and figures identify the airspace units the F-35A will use.

AA-4 M131 The U.S. Department of the Interior encourages low level training [The Air Force will continue to adhere to existing policy, current avoidance areas,
flights occur outside National Park Service units in order to and agreements over National Parks, Monuments, Wilderness Areas, and Wildlife
preserve the natural soundscapes of parks consistent with NPS Refuges.

Management Policies.

AA-5 M198 Are there any new low-level routes being considered for the F- No new low-level routes (or military training routes [MTRs]) are being considered.
35A? If so, where would new airspace be created for such As presented in Section 2.1.2, the F-35A will use Military Operations Areas (MOAs),
routes? If the creation of low-level routes are not a part of this  |Air Traffic Control Assigned Airspace (ATCAAs), Restricted Areas, and Warning
beddown/EIS, will low-level routes be used by the F-35A? Where |Areas. Low-level routes would not be used by F-35A operational aircraft. If
will they be and how frequently will they be used? training for future missions required the Air Force to use MTRs for F-35A

continuation training or any F-35A-specific airspace modifications were to be
required, these actions will undergo the appropriate level of environmental
analysis prior to any action being taken.

AA-6 M209 Do current flight regulations offer protection for unpopulated or [The Air Force will continue to adhere to existing policy, current avoidance areas,

under-populated areas, or areas devoid of structures (e.g., State
Parks, American Indian Reservations, Appalachian Trail
segments)?

and agreements over National Parks, Monuments, Wilderness Areas, and Wildlife
Refuges.
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Airfields and Airspace-AA

Response
Number

Comment Number

Comment Description

Response

AA-7

M209, M211

Concern about the frequency and duration of flights at or under
5,000 ft AGL (specifically those approaching the floor of 500 ft
AGL).

Table 2-9 in Chapter 2 of the EIS shows the percentage of flight time by altitude
for the F-35A, as well as for the aircraft it is replacing, at each alternative location.
Only 5 percent of total F-35A flight time would be spent below 5,000 feet AGL.
However, all established floors of airspace units will be adhered to by the F-35s
(as are done now by current fighter aircraft). However, in the case of the Condor
MOA, the Burlington AGS has agreed that if the floor of the MOA were lowered,
they would still maintain their operations at or above the current (i.e., 7,000 feet
above ground level) floor of the Condor MOA.

AA-8

HO151, HO153, HO157

Would prefer to see altitudes written in AGL as opposed to MSL
because people are not necessarily aware of the elevation where
they are living.

Every effort is made to describe airspace altitudes in accordance with FAA JO
7400.2. MSL is the elevation (on the ground) or altitude (in the air) of an object,
relative to the average sea level. The elevation of a mountain, for example, is
marked by its highest point and is typically illustrated as a small circle on a
topographic map with the MSL height shown in either feet or meters or both.
Because aircraft fly across vast landscapes, where points above the ground can
and do vary, MSL is used is denote the “plain” on which the floors and ceilings of
special use airspace are established and the altitude at which aircraft must
operate within that special use airspace.

AA-9

M327

USFWS requests that military aircraft stay a minimum of 2,000
feet AGL over National Wildlife Refuges to reduce impacts to the
mission of the refuges. USFWS also requests that Umbagog
NWR and Poncherry be identified on navigational charts. USFWS
also requests a phone number to notify the Air Force when
flights occur at less than 2,000 feet and/or outside MOAs (which
thev have in the past).

The Air Force will continue to adhere to existing policy, current avoidance areas,
and agreements over National Parks, Monuments, Wilderness Areas, and Wildlife
Refuges. Should flights appear to deter from these established procedures, the
USFWS should contact Burlington AGS Public Affairs Office. This applies to
airspace associated with all alternative locations in the EIS; contact the associated
base Public Affairs Office.

AA-2




Air Quality-AQ

Response L.
Comment Number Comment Description Response
Number
AQ-1 HO105, M040, M189, |Concern that F-35s will increase air pollution |Each base-specific Section XX3.3.2.1 and XX3.3.2.2 evaluates emissions and potential impacts to
M200, M228, M242, on and around the installation, especially air quality from F-35A operations (including taxiing, runups, idling, takeoffs, landings, and from
M307, M333, M354, during idling and aircraft preparation. aerospace ground equipment). As a result, the total anticipated emissions resulting from F-35-
M360, M366, M933 related construction and operations at each facility is set forth in the EIS. For purposes of
determining whether the net change in emissions could be “environmentally significant” the net
emissions results were compared to the major source thresholds for attainment pollutants under
the Clean Air Act’s (CAA’s) Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) permitting program as an
indicator of significance. In each case, the net emissions results were below the chosen indicator
of significance. Within the airspace for each location, it is anticipated that the majority of flight
operations will occur above the mixing height. As noted on pg. 3-23’s discussion of “Mixing
Heights” the EPA analysis has made the determination that emissions from aircraft occurring
more than 3,000 feet above ground level are not generally measurable, and therefore have no
detectible impact on air quality levels.
AQ-2 HW107, M933 Concern that toxic exhaust will fall on children [The comments reflect unsubstantiated opinion. Please refer to section 3.4 in Chapter 3 for a
and poison birds and animals. discussion of the air quality impacts analysis methodology and to section 3.3 in Chapter 4 for each
base (e.g., BR3.3; HL3.3, etc.) for a discussion of the applicable affected Air Quality environment
and environmental consequences.
AQ-3 M204 The increases and negative effects of the six  |The comment reflects unsubstantiated opinion. See response to AQ-2.
criteria air pollutants were underestimated in
the EIS.
AQ-4 M204 Higher concentrations of ozone will lead to The comment reflects unsubstantiated opinion. See response to AQ-2.
smog within three years of the F-35 beddown.
AQ-5 M204, M922 Concern over increased benzene levels. The comment reflects unsubstantiated opinion. Please refer to section 3.4.5 Hazardous Air
Pollutants in Chapter 3 for a general discussion of benzene at airports.
AQ-6 M204 The F-35A beddown will cause exceedance of |The comments reflect unsubstantiated opinion. Hill AFB is the only alternative found within a
de minimis activity for NAAQS air pollutants nonattainment/maintenance area where the Clean Air Act Section 176(c) Conformity Rule
and will violate Section 176 of the Clean Air applies. Section HL3.3.1.2 evaluates the increase in emissions as a result of construction and F-
Act. 35A operations and, cumulatively, they would not result in an exceedance of applicable de
minimis thresholds. (see Table HL3.3-2, Table HL3.3-3, Table HL3.3-4, and Table HL3.3-5).
AQ-7 M204 The DEIS fails to provide information for the  |The requirement to prepare a "worst case analysis" was rescinded by the President's Council on

worst case scenario for air pollution.

Environmental Quality (CEQ) Final Rule published at Vol. 51, Federal Register, pg. 15,618 (April
25, 1986).
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Air Quality-AQ

Response

Comment Number Comment Description Response
Number

AQ-8 M242 The increased exhaust pollutants from the F-  [The comment reflects unsubstantiated opinion. See response to AQ-2.
35A, deposited over wide areas, will fall
liberally on farms and fields, leading to a
contamination of food sources.

AQ-9 M228, M362 Concern with increased use of fossil fuels by  [Each base-specific section XX3.3.1.2 and XX3.3.2.2 of the EIS evaluates potential impacts to air
the F-35A and its contribution to global quality from F-35A operations, including the potential for F-35A operations to contribute to
warming. greenhouse gases (GHG) as measured in carbon dioxide equivalents. In some cases, the net GHG

emissions will be less than existing sources, and in some cases they will be more. However, given
the global nature of climate change and the current state of the science, it is not useful at this
time to attempt to link the emissions quantified for local actions to any specific climatological
change or resulting environmental impact. Nonetheless, the GHG emissions from the No-Action
Alternative and the Proposed Action alternatives have been quantified to the extent feasible in
this EIS for information and comparison purposes among alternatives, only.

AQ-10 |M346 Since the Champlain Valley AQCR has been Analysis of all emissions was included in the EIS. Chapter 3, section 3.4.1.2 and Section BR3.3 of

designated as either in attainment,
unclassified, or better than national standards
for NAAQS pollutants, does this mean that an
analysis of possible additional pollutants was
not done? When will another assessment of
air quality to be done if the F-35A were to be
based at Burlington IAP?

the EIS explain the methodology used in the air quality analyses. Burlington AGS is within the
Champlain Valley AQCR, an area that has not been designated as in nonattainment or in
maintenance, therefore a conformity analysis was not required. However, all emissions
generated by aircraft operations (including aerospace ground equipment, engine runups, and
flight operations occurring below the 3,000 ft mixing height) were evaluated within the
Champlain Valley AQCR. Section BR3.3.1.2 presents emissions that would be generated within
the AQCR by the two scenarios and compares these emissions against baseline conditions and the
NAAQS standards. No additional analysis of Air Quality impacts is required to be completed other
than the analysis presented in this document prior to placement of the F-35A at Burlington IAP, if
that decision were to be made. See also response to comments AQ-3 and AQ-7.

AQ-4




Biological Resource-BR

Response Comment Number Comment Description Response
Number
BR-1 M131 The U.S. Department of the Interior encourages the Air |The Air Force would continue to coordinate with the Idaho Department of Fish and
Force to continue to work closely with the Idaho Game concerning conservation measures for the greater sage-grouse populations.
Department of Fish and Game to identify and Section MH3.8.2.2 of the EIS notes that no effects are expected to the greater sage
implement conservation measures for greater sage- grouse due to the random nature of flight and large area of land overflown, the F-35A's
grouse local populations, including those measures use of higher altitudes, and studies which indicate that animals tend to habituate to
that address the potential effects of increased aircraft |sonic booms.
noise.
BR-2 M131 The U.S. Department of the Interior recommends that |This information was added. Please see changes in the text at Section MH3.6.2.2:
the Revised Draft EIS state that the proposed F-35 Mountain AFB would continue to follow mitigation and monitoring efforts (as outlined
operational wing beddown will comply with in Section 4.6 and Appendix 9 of the 2009 INRMP and those that will be outlined in the
conservation measures for slickspot peppergrass 2012 INRMP) to ensure preservation of sagebrush habitat from grazing, invasive
(lepidium papilliferum) as identified within the species, wildfires, and routine maintenance activities.
updated 2012 Mountain Home AFB INRMP.
BR-3 HOO054, HO095, HO157, Concern for impacts to general wildlife. Base-specific sections 3.6, 3.7, and 3.8 of the EIS evaluate potential impacts to
HO161, HW127, M195, terrestrial, aquatic, and special status species. For example, Section BR3.6, BR3.7, and
M210, M232, M238, M346 BR3.8 note that no adverse effects are expected to wildlife species due to the decrease
in airfield and airspace operations as well as the F-35A using higher altitudes than F-15
and F-16 aircraft. Noise effects to specific wildlife species is addressed in Appendix C,
at Section C2.6.
BR-4 M126, M127, M140, How was the determination made that "no impacts to |General noise effects were evaluated in the EIS at base-specific sections 3.6, 3.7, and
M196, M937 wildlife, threatened and endangered species, wetlands,|3.8. Responses to noise by wildlife and livestock (which are not location specific) are
or plants would occur"? Personal experience indicates |also addressed in Appendix C, Sections C2.6.4 and C2.6.5 so that they would not have
that domestic and wild animals have noticeable to be repeated throughout the six base sections. No adverse or significant impacts are
reactions when planes like the F-16 fly over them. anticipated by noise generated by the F-35A in the airspace or at the airfields. Wildlife
that have already been habituated to F-16 operations would experience no perceptible
changes due to F-35A operations.
BR-5 M131, M213 The U.S. Department of the Interior recommends that |Each of the base-specific sections: noise (3.2), wildlife (3.6), and threatened and

the noise analysis (including Appendix C) of the
Revised Draft EIS considers additional information in
describing the potential effects of increased supersonic
noise disturbance on the greater sage-grouse as well
as other wildlife species.

endangered species (3.8) present noise levels and their potential effects to humans and
wildlife. Specific response to noise by sage grouse is addressed in Appendix C, Section
C2.6.6 (which was updated to reflect specific information associated with sage grouse.
There would be no adverse or significant noise impacts.

BR-5




Biological Resource-BR

Response
Number

Comment Number

Comment Description

Response

BR-6

M131

Noise generated by military training activities may
affect individual sage-grouse by interfering with
seasonally important behaviors and use of habitat,
including lekking, nesting, brood-rearing, and
wintering. Please consider current research about
greater sage-grouse responses to noise, including from
Dr. Gail Patricelli and the University of California,
Davis.

See Response BR-5 and BR-8.

BR-7

M131

The U.S. Department of the Interior encourages the Air
Force to implement conservation measures designed
to avoid or minimize the effects of noise disturbance
on the greater sage-grouse associated with the
proposed action in the Oywhee North and Jarbidge
North airspace areas.

See Response BR-5 and BR-8.

BR-8

M131

The U.S. Department of the Interior recommends that
the preferred alternative in the Revised Draft EIS
address the minimization of effect to migratory birds
through best management practices as described in
the MHAFB 2012 INRMP and the base BASH plan.

Text has been revised in Section MH3.6.2.2 to reflect the specific guidelines that will be
adhered to protect these species (per comment regarding INRMP). In addition, Section
C2.6.6 has been added to Appendix C and presents noise effects to upland game birds,

including the greater sage-grouse.

BR-9

M213

The DEIS states that there are no anticipated effects to
sage grouse from the proposed changes in sub- and
supersonic operations and that animals (including the
sage grouse) tend to habituate to sonic booms with no
long-tem adverse effects. This contradicts recent
research by Blickley et al. 2012, which suggests that
intermittent noise has a greater effect on lek
attendance than continuous noise.

See Response BR-5 and BR-8.

BR-10

HO156, HO161, HW127,
M338, M363

Concern for startle and resulting injuries to domestic
livestock.

General noise effects to livestock (regardless of their specific location) from noise are
addressed in Appendix C, Section C2.6.1; no adverse or significant impacts are

anticipated.

BR-11

M326

A pair of bald eagles feeds on ducks at the junction of
Muddy Brook at the Winooski River in February. Were
bald eagles addressed?

Bald eagles are addressed in BR3.8.1 specifically and generally in Appendix C, Sections
C2.6.4 and C2.6.5. The appendix was updated to reflect further information; however,

the conclusion does not change.
Also see response to BR-12.

No adverse or significant impacts are anticipated.

BR-6




Biological Resource-BR

Response Comment Number Comment Description Response
Number
BR-12 |M347 The discussion of threatened, endangered, and special |Revisions have been made to section BR3.8.2.1 to reflect these species as an example.
status species under airspace associated with Since there are hundreds of miles and four states that the airspace occurs, a complete
Burlington AGS omits occurrences of various species  [list would not be possible. However, while not every species is listed, as presented in
that occur within the Adirondack Park. section BR3.8.2.2, there would be no adverse impacts to threatened or endangered
species for the following reasons: 1) the probability of an animal or nest experiencing
overflights more than once per day would be low due to the random nature of flight
within the airspace and the large area of land overflown; 2) the F-35A would fly at
higher altitudes than F-16 aircraft with the majority (95 percent) of operations
occurring above 5,000 feet AGL; 3) operations under 5,000 feet AGL would occur less
frequently than what is found under baseline conditions; 4) noise levels would increase
by 6 dB Ldnmr in the Viper Complex and by 7 dB Ldnmr in Yankee Laser, although they
would not exceed 56 dB Ldnmr. As this area is currently used by F-16 aircraft, wildlife
should be habituated to the noise; and 5) supersonic flight would not occur over land,
but a minimum of 15 nm offshore.
BR-13 M327 A greater number of species of concern are known to |See Response BR-12.
be present on Umbagog NWR and the Pondcherry
Division of the Silvio O. Conte NFWR than are
acknowledged in the Draft EIS.
BR-14 |M327 The list of species potentially impacted on BR4-53 is See Response BR-12.
inadequate and includes a species that doesn't occur in
the east (taxidea taxus) and a species that doesn't even
occur on this continent (xerus erythropus ).
BR-15 |M327 Section 3.6.2.1 lists common species, but Umbagog Each of the base-specific sections: noise (3.2), wildlife (3.6), and threatened and
NWR and the Pondcherry Division (Silvio O Conte endangered species (3.8) present noise levels and their potential effects to humans and
NFWR) are important for a large number of migratory |wildlife. Noise impacts to migratory birds that could be found in all six location
birds; there are 129 bird species that nest at alternatives are addressed in Appendix C, Section C2.6.7 (for the sake of being non-
Pondcherry and 103 bird species that nest at encyclopedic). See also Response BR-12.
Umbagog. Both include National Natural Landmarks
and Important Bird Areas. The Pondcherry Division
also includes a National Recreation Trail.
BR-16 |M327 Section BR3.6.2.1 should include New Hampshire in See Response BR-12.

the list of states associated with Burlington AGS
airspace.

BR-7




Biological Resource-BR

Response

Comment Number Comment Description Response
Number

BR-17 |M327 Although the EIS cites studies that found no significant |The majority of F-35A flights would occur above 15,000 ft mean sea level (MSL) and not
impact of overflights to wildlife, the majority of wildlife [undertake low-level training (only 5% of total F-35A operations would occur below
disturbance studies, including those that have found [5,000 ft AGL), or operate in military training routes. The Air Force will continue to

"no significant impacts" have also concluded the adhere to existing policy, current avoidance areas, and agreements over National Parks,
caveat that wildlife response to disturbance is Monuments, Wilderness Areas, and Wildlife Refuges. See also response BR-12.
extremely variable. Low elevation flights over wildlife
refuges are infrequent and wildlife is usually not
exposed to enough flights to habituate. Some studies
have shown bald eagles slow to habituate (Fraser et al.
1985); waterfowl also appear to be sensitive to aircraft
disturbance (Davis and Wiley 1974, in Knight and
Gutzweiler 1995). The ability of wildlife to habituate
may be compounded when disturbances occur at
unpredictable intervals when training is no longer
confined to MTRs. Given uncertainties and a lack of
more specific information on the sensitivity to aircraft
disturbance to many of the refuge's species, the
USFWS believes a stricter noise standard and an
increased buffer are appropriate over NWRs.

BR-18 |M327 Section BR 3.6.2.2 only discusses bird strikes and See responses to BR-12 and BR-17.
concludes that there will be no impacts to migratory
birds. Discussion of the potential impacts to nesting
migratory birds from low-flying aircraft noise is
missing.

BR-8




Cultural Resources-CR

Response Comment L.
Comment Description Response
Number Number

CR-1 M004 Request for Section 106 Consultation if location is  [The Air Force thanks the South Carolina Archives and History Center for its review

chosen for basing. of the Draft EIS. A Section 106 consultation letter was sent to the South Carolina
State Historic Preservation Office in October 2012; they responded in April 2013
that they concurred with the Air Force conclusion of no adverse impacts. The
Georgia SHPO was also sent a Section 106 letter in October 2012 by Shaw
AFB/McEntire JNGB requesting any negative responses on the findings presented
in the EIS; to date, no further corresponded has been received from the Georgia
SHPO.

CR-2 MO004 Was an Area of Potential Effect (APE) identified for |The APE was identified in Chapter 3, section 3.10.2 for the base and areas
direct and indirect effects ad were historic underlying the airspace. As the commenter notes, the base-specific cultural
properties within the APEs identified? resource section (XX3.9) did not specifically identify the APE; however, each of the

sections (XX3.9) were updated to include identification of the APE and potential
impacts. In no instance, however, are there adverse effects in the base associated
APE or the underlying airspace APE.

CR-3 MO071 A cultural resource survey for Jacksonville AGS was |A cultural resource survey was sent to the Florida SHPO in 2010 and follow on
conducted in 2010 for the proposed action. The FL |correspondence with the SHPO indicated their concurrence with the no effect
Department of State needs to receive and review conclusion. Please see written comment M234 and a copy of letter in Appendix B.
this report before providing comments on the EIS.

CR-4 MO057, M251 |Noise from the F-35 would be disruptive to religious [Noise due to aircraft overflight could occur and in each alternative-specific noise
ceremonies, including congregations that discussion (Section 3.2.1.2), impacts to sensitive noise receptors (such as religious
incorporate music into religious services. institutions) were evaluated in terms of noise levels and speech interference.

While instances of disruption could occur, they would be of short duration and
inconsistent.

CR-5 M180 What level of effort and documentation will be All National Register eligible resources on Burlington AGS were identified within

undertaken by the Air Force, Vermont ANG and/or
the Burlington International Airport to identify and
evaluate historic buildings within the expanded 65
dB noise contour?

areas exposed to 65 dB DNL or greater. Information was added to Section
BR3.9.1.2 to address impacts to National Register listed resources outside AGS
boundaries found within the 65 dB DNL or greater noise contour bands. General
noise effects on structures and historic and cultural sites (which are applicable to
any of the six locations) were presented in Appendix C in Sections C2.8 and C2.10,
respectively. Section C2.10 was revised to reflect further information.

CR-9




Cultural Resources-CR

Response Comment L.
Comment Description Response
Number Number

CR-6 M180 How will the Air Force, the Vermont ANG and/or the |The buyback program currently being conducted around Burlington IAP is part of
Burlington International Airport ensure compliance [the 2008 Noise Compatibility Program Update described in Section BR3.10.1. This
with Section 106 of the National Historic plan is an agreement between the City of Burlington, the Burlington IAP, and the
Preservation Act if historic buildings within the FAA to acquire properties to reduce or eliminate land use compatibilities between
expanded 65 dB noise contour are proposed for land use and aircraft noise. While Congress has given the FAA authority to spend
demolition as a noise reduction measure? taxpayer money for mitigating noise at noise-sensitive receptors (such as historic

properties) in relation to airport construction or expansion, it has not given the
military Services any similar general authority.

CR-7 M180 Will F-35 flyovers, take-offs and landings produce  |The noise modeling does not show effects vibrationally or structurally. As
increased vibrations that could adversely affect presented in Appendix C, in Section C2.8 (Structures) and revised Section C2.10.
historic buildings, specifically masonry structures, [This information is provided in an appendix because these type of impacts are not
within the expanded 65 dB noise contour? If so, can [site dependent and would apply to all alternative locations.
you provide data as to the level of potential
vibrations and effects on historic resources, taking
into account cumulative effects over several years of
exposure?

CR-8 M180 The EIS does not address the potential for significant|The EIS does address potential effects to historic properties. Noise levels are
adverse effects on historic resources if houses presented in BR3.2.1 (noise) and BR3.9.1 (cultural resources). General noise
within the expanded 65 dB will become candidates |impacts to structures is presented in Appendix C, in Section C2.8 and revised
for purchase and demolition, or if vibrations have Section C2.10. See also Responses to CR-6 and CR-7.
the potential to adversely affect historic structures
over a long period of time. Will the Revised Draft EIS
take into account these potential effects?

CR-9 M180 Vermont SHPO requests a larger and more detailed |Geographic Information System (GIS) data layers were provided to South

map of the areas within the expanded 65 dB noise
contour? A map with street names identified will
help us better understand which neighborhoods
and (historic) buildings are included with this area.

Burlington City Manager (Mr. Sanford Miller) on 13 August 2012. The SHPO may
request that data from the City.

CR-10




Cultural Resources-CR

Response Comment L.
Comment Description Response
Number Number

CR-10 |M234 The Florida Dept of State has reviewed the The Air Force thanks the Florida Department of State for its review of the Draft
information for Jacksonville AGS for possible impact |EIS.
to historic properties listed, or eligible to be listed,
for the NRHP. Twenty eight properties were
evaluated and FDS concurs that no historic
properties will be affected by the proposed action at
Jacksonville AGS.

CR-11 |M326 The archaeological footprint in the area of The footprint is correct, all areas subject to ground disturbance under the
Burlington International Airport appears to be too |proposed action have been surveyed for cultural and archaeological resources.
small. It should extend further west across to road |No ground disturbance will take place in areas with National Register of Historic
into the tree line. Places-eligible archaeological sites.

CR-12 |M931 Draft EIS does not consider or suggest any way to  [Text was added in base-specific Sections 3.11.1.2 and general (not historic

resolve adverse impacts of noise and property
devaluation with respect to properties eligible for
listings on the Federal Register as historic districts as
protected by Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act.

properties) property values information, applicable to all six locations, was added
in Appendix C, Section C2.7. Additional information including more recent
references was added to Appendix C. Refer to response CR-9; no NHRP-listed or
eligible properties are anticipated to be adversely affected by noise levels 65 dB
DNL or greater.

CR-11




Cumulative Impacts-CU / Facilities and Services-FS

Response | Comment L.
Comment Description Response
Number Number
CU-1 |M208, M354 [The DEIS provides six independent cumulative impact |Cumulative effects analysis specifically addresses the environmental impacts of
for the same alternative is contrary to the NEPA and |past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions in the region where an action
CEQ requirement to analyze the cumulative impact of |[may be undertaken. Cumulative actions are integrated into the baseline
the entire alternative. Please describe how the DEIS  |conditions for each resource. This includes operations from all aircraft, including
meets the analysis of cumulative impact as required |civil aircraft, at each base and airspace and assessing the noise impacts from all
by NEPA and CEQ. cumulative flight actions throughout the document. In addition, the EIS
cumulative effects analysis identifies specific projects with the potential for
cumulative effects and evaluates those effects. For example, Section MH4.1
defines different ongoing and reasonably foreseeable actions and assesses
cumulative consequences, including noise contours.
FS-1 M346 Population increases from F-35A basing predicted by |Each base-specific Section 3.13.1.2 describes the potential increase in demand for

the DEIS would lead to increased demand in city
services and natural resources, including potable
water, wastewater treatment, natural gas, electricity,
solid waste management, etc. Will the Air Force
provide financial assistance to affected cities to meet
these additional needs?

city services and natural resources. An increase in demand for services would only
occur at Burlington AGS and Jacksonville AGS. The increase would be well within
the capacity of community services to provide. No additional financial assistance
would be required to meet the needs of providing these services.

CU/FS-12




Environmental Justice-EJ

Response L.
Comment Number Comment Description Response
Number
EJ-1 MO040, M220, M354, M356, F-35 basing will result in the degradation Each base-specific Section 3.12.1.2 evaluates whether there is the potential for
M360, M362, M371 and/or destruction of low-income disproportionate impacts to minority or low-income populations. For example,
residential neighborhoods. Section BR3.12.1.1 notes that existing airfield noise disproportionately impacts
minority and low-income persons when compared to state levels. This would not
change under either of the basing scenarios, F-35A beddown noise impacts
(BR3.12.1.2) would continue to disproportionately affect low-income and minority
populations. See also response to LU-1 and LU-3.
EJ-2 HWO095, M121, M169, M173, |Concern for interference with learning or |In compliance with Executive Order 13045 Protection of Children from Environmental
M185, M187, M197, M201, adverse impacts to children from noise. Health Risks and Safety Risks), the EIS evaluates and identifies (see base-specific
M202, M214, M220, M227, Sections 3.2.1.1 and 3.2.1.2) potential effects to noise exposure, speech interference,
M240, M307, M309, M317, classroom speech interference, sleep disturbance, and potential for hearing loss. Each
M320, M324, M330, M346, Base Section 3.12.1.2 identifies the schools and child care centers that would be
M352, M366, M368, M369, affected by noise considered to be incompatible with educational services as
M371, M374, M859, M868, developed by the American National Standard's Institute's 2009 Acoustical
M869, M880, M884, M902, Performance Criteria, Design Requirements, and Guidelines for Schools. Appendix C,
M938 Sections C2.5.4 and C2.5.5, provide more information of general noise effects on
children and learning and cognitive abilities, respectively, that is applicable to all six
locations.
EJ-3 MO046, M098, M110, M126, The EIS indicates that there will be an The unavoidable impacts noted here were related to the graphic provided in the
M127, M163, M169, M204, "unavoidable" increase in the number of  |Executive Summary and not in the EIS itself. The graphic was an attempt to portray a
M221, M225, M315, M340, people affected by noise, including a more simplified approach to comparing impacts among the six basing locations;
M349, M354, M367, M368, disproportionate increased impact on however, the graphic has since been removed. As noted in the EIS, there will be noise
M369, M373, M855, M859, minority and low-income people. impacts that are unavoidable, however, the Air Force and Air Guard Station would
M927, M934 continue to work with the community to ensure adverse impacts are avoided to the
greatest extent possible. Burlington AGS will continue current quiet hours program
and flight restrictions to reduce noise effects to the community by F-35A operations.
EJ-4 HWO005 Fact sheet used in public hearings indicated [These materials disseminated at the meetings were for summary purposes, the EIS

disproportionate impacts to minority and
low-income populations. This is misleading
and potentially inflammatory.

more closely portrays the impacts to these populations. Following an update using
2010 census data, under baseline conditions, the proportion of minority and low-
income populations living in Sumter County (51% minority and 18% low-income) is
greater than that found on a state-wide basis (32% minority and 17% low-income). As
presented in Section SH3.12.1.2, the percent of environmental justice populations
affected by noise levels would change from baseline conditions and would continue to
be disproportionate when compared to state-wide proportions.

EJ-13




EJ-5 M220 Concern that low-income and minority The Air Force believes that equal opportunity was provided for all people. The Draft
populations were not provided an equal EIS was widely distributed and made available online as well as in local libraries.
opportunity to influence the decision Advertisements and public service announcements were made to reach out to the
making process for F-35A basing. communities potentially affected by the proposal. Scoping meetings were held early

in the process and at 20 locations associated with the six basing alternatives. Public
hearings were also held in over 20 locations following publication of the Draft EIS. In
accordance with Executive Order 12898 (Environmental Justice for Low Income and
Minority Populations), the Air Force evaluated and identified any potential
disproportionate impacts on minority and low-income populations and presented this
information in the EIS.

EJ-6 M346 DEIS used incorrect 2000 Census data for |The commenter is correct, it is a 20 percent increase; however, upon incorporation of
assessment. On page BR4-72 it indicates a |the 2010 Census data (http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/50/5066175.html), City
13 percent population increase from 2000 |of South Burlington population was 15,814 in 2000 and grew 13.2% by 2010, to
to 2010 (14,879 to 17,904). This is actually |17,904. In addition, the town of Winooski was added to the analysis because this
a 20 percent increase. community is affected by about half of the noise contours. Text in Section BR3.12.1.1

and BR3.12.1.2 were revised to better identify impacts to minority and low-income
populations when compared to the entire population of the two communities, county,
and state.

EJ-7 M346 In some sections more recent Census 2010 |As stated in Section 3.12.2, data presented were collected from a variety of sources

data is used; in other sections 12-year old
Census data (2000) is used, some of which
is incorrect. Use of older data may result In
a false conclusion that fewer minority and
low-income communities and children are
affected. Request that current 2010
Census data be used and recalculations of
affected EJ populations be made.

including U.S. Census Bureau 2010 Census, American Community Survey, Bureau of
Economic Analysis, Departments of Labor, and the Air Force. Data in the Draft EIS
were presented for the most recent year where comparable data were available
across the six basing locations. However, this version of the EIS was updated and the
impacts re-evaluated using the U.S. Census Bureau's, American Community Survey
2006 to 2011 census block group estimates.

EJ-14




EJ-8

M346

U.S. Census data from 2000 was used to
assess the effect on minority and low-
income populations and children. The DEIS
shows that that total population affected
increases by 48 percent; however the
Census data used is incorrect: correct data
shows that from 2000 to 2010, the
population in South Burlington increased
over 20 percent. Therefore, the accuracy of
the overall number of persons the DEIS
cites as affected (6,675) is questionable as
is the number of minority and low income
persons and children.

The commenter is correct; as noted in the Draft EIS, Census 2000 data were used in
some sections because the Census 2010 did not record the same level of data as was
found in the Census 2000 (i.e., the level of data required to calculate minority and low-
income populations within noise contour bands across all six basing locations).
However, since publication of the Draft EIS, this level of detail (at the block group
level) was published by the U.S. Census Bureau in their American Community Survey (5
year estimate, 2006-2010). These data were used in this version of the EIS and each of
the base-specific sections at 3.2.1.1, 3.2.1.2, 3.12.1.1, and 3.12.1.2 were revised and
the analyses updated. See also response to comments EJ-6 and EJ-7.

EJ-
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General Opposition-GO

Response

Comment Number Comment Description Response
Number
GO-1 HO089, HO096, HO098, HO100, HO110, HO113, HO129, HO135, HO146, HO156, HWO074, General opposition to F-35A In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act, the Air Force is considering the
HWO076, HW080, HW083, HW085, HW087, HW089, HW093, HW107, HW112, HW114, HW120, [operational basing. environmental impacts of basing of F-35A operational aircraft, which includes full
HW127, M046, M057, M063, M069, M086, M093, M094, M096, M098, M107, M110, M112, consideration of all comments provided during the public comment period of the Draft
M114, M124, M126, M127, M128, M129, M130, M134, M135, M138, M140, M145, M146, EIS.

M147, M163, M169, M173, M179, M185, M187, M194, M196, M197, M200, M201, M202,
M204, M205, M211, M212, M215, M216, M217, M218, M219, M220, M221, M222, M223,
M224, M225, M226, M227, M231, M233, M237, M238, M239, M242, M243, M244, M247,
M248, M249, M251, M254, M255, M256, M258, M270, M273, M275, M277, M278, M279,
M281, M285, M287, M290, M292, M293, M297, M298, M302, M303, M304, M307, M309,
M313, M314, M315, M318, M319, M320, M321, M322, M323, M324, M328, M329, M330,
M331, M333, M334, M335, M338, M339, M340, M341, M345, M346, M348, M349, M355,
M358, M359, M360, M361, M362, M363, M364, M365, M366, M367, M368, M372, M373,
M374, M376, M378, M473 (petition), M474 (petition) M475, M852, M855, M856, M858, M859,
M864, M865, M869, M871, M874, M877, M880, M882, M884, M885, M889, M891, M892,
M895, M897, M900, M902, M903, M920, M927, M930, M932, M933, M934, M935, M937

GO-2 HO060, HO088, HO090, HO105, HO108, HW090, HW094, HW095, HW103, HW105, M002, M033, |Opposed to F-35A due to the F- The EIS presented noise levels for both current fighter aircraft and the F-35A. The EIS uses

MO040, M052, M056, M070, M081, M083, M085, M087, M097, M116, M117, M122, M123, 35A being louder than current cumulative and single-event noise metrics to communicate expected changes in noise
M125, M162, M165, M167, M170, M184, M189, M191, M192, M195, M206, M210, M214, aircraft and extending noise over |under beddown scenarios. Discussion of these noise metrics can be found in each base-
M232, M236, M240, M245, M246, M250, M252, M271, M272, M352, M890 a larger area. specific section XX3.2. See also responses to NS-3, NS-4, NS-8, NS-12, NS-14, and NS-22.

GO-16




General Opposition-GO

Response
Number

Comment Number

Comment Description

Response

GO-3

M344, M476, M477, M478, M479, M480, M481, M482, M483, M484, M485, M486, M487,
M488, M489, M490, M491, M492, M493, M494, M495, M496, M497, M498, M499, M500,
M501, M502, M503, M504, M506, M507, M508, M509, M510, M511, M512, M513, M514,
M516, M517, M518, M519, M520, M521, M522, M523, M524, M525, M526, M527, M528,
M529, M530, M531, M532, M533, M534, M535, M536, M537, M538, M539, M540, M541,
M542, M543, M544, M545, M546, M547, M548, M549, M550, M551, M552, M553, M554,
M555, M556, M557, M558, M559, M560, M561, M562, M563, M564, M565, M566, M567,
M568, M569, M570, M571, M572, M573, M574, M575, M576, M577, M578, M579, M580,
M581, M582, M583, M583, M585, M586, M587, M588, M589, M590, M591, M592, M593,
M594, M595, M596, M597, M598, M599, M600, M601, M602, M603, M604, M605, M606,
M607, M608, M609, M610, M611, M612, M613, M614, M615, M616, M617, M618, M619,
M620, M621, M622, M623, M624, M625, M626, M627, M628, M629, M630, M631, M632,
M633, M634, M635, M636, M637, M638, M639, M640, M641, M642, M643, M644, M645,
M646, M647, M648, M649, M650, M651, M652, M653, M654, M655, M656, M657, M658,
M659, M660, M661, M662, M663, M664, M665, M666, M667, M668, M669, M670, M671,
M672, M673, M674, M675, M676, M677, M678, M679, M680, M681, M682, M683, M684,
M685, M686, M687, M688, M689, M690, M691, M692, M693, M694, M695, M696, M697,
M698, M699, M700, M701, M702, M703, M704, M705, M706, M707, M708, M709, M710,
M711, M712, M713, M714, M715, M716, M717, M718, M719, M720, M721, M722, M723,
M724, M725, M726, M727, M728, M729, M730, M731, M732, M733, M734, M735, M736,
M737, M738, M739, M740, M741, M742, M743, M744, M745, M746, M747, M748, M749,
M750, M751, M752, M753, M754, M755, M756, M757, M758, M759, M760, M761, M762,
M763, M764, M765, M766, M767, M768, M769, M770, M771, M772, M773, M774, M775,
M776, M777, M778, M779, M780, M781, M782, M783, M784, M785, M786, M787, M788,
M789, M790, M791, M792, M793, M794, M795, M796, M797, M798, M799, M800, M801,
M802, M803, M804, M805, M806, M807, M808, M809, M810, M811, M812, M813, M814,
M815, M816, M817, M818, M819, M820, M821, M822, M823, M824, M825, M826, M827,
M828, M829, M830, M831, M832, M833, M834, M835, M836, M837, M838, M839, M840,
M841, M842, M843, M844, M845, M846, M847, M848, M849, M850

Opposed to F-35A basing at
Burlington International Airport
for multiple reasons including the
potential designation of areas
"incompatible with residential
use," the purchase and/or
demolition of residential areas, a
significant reduction in property
values, loss of tourism revenue,
and an overall reduction in quality
of life.

The EIS quantifies areas and residential populations subject to noise levels of 65 dB DNL or
greater in this manner because land use compatibility guidelines, as defined by FICUN and
adopted by the DoD, indicate that residential areas subject to these noise levels would be
considered incompatible unless additional noise level reduction measures were
implemented. Individuals within areas designated as incompatible have an increased
potential for annoyance, Section 3.11 of the EIS notes that these guidelines are not
mandatory, but rather are recommendations to serve as the best means for determining
noise impacts in communities near civilian and military airfields. The Air Force does not
have the authority to deem residential land use as incompatible. As such, the Air Force
does not propose purchasing or demolishing any residential areas. The ongoing
homebuyer program is conducted by the City of Burlington and the FAA as a result of the
Burlington IAP’s Part 150 Noise Compatibility Program study. Section BR3.11 and
Appendix C, Section C2.7 of the EIS acknowledges the potential and extent of noise from
the F-35A has to affect property values. For communities concerned about effects to
tourism and tourism revenues, the EIS notes in Section BR3.2 and BR3.10 that average
noise levels and the number of overflights would change and be noticeable in some
recreation areas. Some individuals who experience this increase in noise or overflights
may be annoyed and this could interfere with the quality of their recreation; however, the
F-35A would be conducting activities similar to those the F-16 currently do, activities
under which tourism-based businesses are able to operate. The Air Force recognizes that
some individuals may feel that they have experienced a reduction in quality of life;
however, impacts to quality of life are not possible to quantify, since any potential
measurement would be based on a set of subjective experiences that are highly variable
among individuals. The EIS does provide several indicators, such as the percentage of the
population that would be highly annoyed by noise, as an estimate to predict quality of life
impacts. See also responses to comments dealing with land use at LU-2, LU-5, LU-7, and
LU-18; noise NS-3, NS-4, NS-8, NS-12, NS-14, and NS-22; and socioeconomics SO-1, SO-3,
S0-4, SO-7, SO-13, SO-15,5S0-17, SO-18, SO-23, and SO-24.

GO-17




General Opposition-GO

Response
Number

Comment Number

Comment Description

Response

GO-4

M381, M382, M383, M384, M385, M386, M387, M388, M389, M390, M391, M392, M393,
M394, M395, M396, M397, M398, M399, M400, M401, M402, M403, M404, M405, M406,
M407, M408, M409, M410, M411, M412, M413, M414, M415, M416, M417, M418, M419,
M420, M421, M422, M423, M424, M425, M426, M427, M428, M429, M430, M431, M432,
M433, M434, M435, M436, M437, M438, M439, M440, M441, M442, M443, M444, M445,
M446, M447, M448, M449, M450, M451, M452, M453, M454, M455, M456, M457, M458,
M459, M460, M461, M462, M463, M464, M465, M466, M467, M468, M469, M470, M471,
M472, M860, M861, M863, M866, M870, M878, M896, M898, M899, M901, M904, M90S,

M906, M907, M908, M910, M911, M913, M914, M915, M916, M917, M918, M919, M921 M923,

M924, M925, M926, M928, M929

Opposed to F-35A basing at
Burlington International Airport
due to concerns over significant
potential impacts to the city of
Winooski, VT. Primary issues
include the declaration of the
majority of Winooski as unfit for
residential use; negative effects
on the recently-revitalized
downtown area, significant
reductions in property values and
quality of life, hearing damage to
children from playing outdoors or
when windows are opened, and
the degradation of neighborhoods
due to noise leaving behind only
low-income or minority residents
who can’t afford to live
elsewhere. Indicates that the Air
Force (or some other entity)
should reimburse affected
individuals for lost property
values so that they can afford to
relocate.

As noted in the BR3.10.1.2 in the Draft EIS, the change in noise levels as a result of the F-
35A may result in potential effects to land use planning; however, only local governments
have the authority to regulate land use and approve development permits in the vicinity
of the airfields. The Air Force (and in this case, the Air National Guard and Burlington
International Airport) works with local planning entities to promote compatible uses to
the extent feasible, taking into consideration military mission requirements. Only the FAA
has been given the authority by Congress to use taxpayer money for mitigating noise
impacts from airport expansions. The Air Force does not have the authority to reimburse
homeowners for lost property values. Each base-specific Section 3.2.1.2 discusses the
potential for hearing loss under each alternative scenario as well as specific noise metrics
evaluating noise levels outside or with windows open (for example, see Section
BR3.2.1.2). Department of Defense policy states that populations exposed to noise levels
at or greater than 80 dB DNL have the greatest risk of potential hearing loss (see Appendix
C, Section C2.5 for more details). Each base-specific Section 3.12.1.2 notes whether there
is the potential for disproportionate impacts to minority or low-income populations. For
example, Section BR3.12.1.1 notes that existing airfield noise disproportionately impacts
minority and low-income persons; basing the F-35A would continue these
disproportionate impacts. See also responses to comments at GO-3, and for land use at
LU-2, LU-5, LU-7, and LU-18; for noise at NS-3, NS-4, NS-8, NS-12, NS-14, and NS-22; and
for socioeconomics SO-1, SO-3, SO-4, SO-7, SO-13, SO-15,50-17, SO-18, SO-23, and SO-24.

GO-18




General Support-GS

Response
Number

Comment Number

Comment Description

Response

GS-1

HO001, HO002, HO003, HO004, HO005, HO006, HO007, HO008, HO009, HO010, HOO011, HO012,
HO013, HO014, HO015, HO016, HO017, HO018, HO019, HO020, HO021, HO022, HO023, HO024,
HO025, HO026, HO027, HO028, HO029, HO030, HO031, HO032, HO033, HO034, HO035, HO037,
HO038, HO039, HO040, HO041, HO040, HO043, HO044, HO045, HO046, HO047, HO048, HO049,
HO050, HO051, HO052, HO053, HO059, HO061, HO062, HO063, HO064, HO065, HO066, HO067,
HO068, HO069, HO070, HO071, HO072, HO073, HO074, HO075, HO076, HO077, HO078, HO079,
HO080, HO081, HO082, HO085, HO086, HO091, HO093, HO094, HO099, HO102, HO103, HO104,
HO106, HO107, HO109, HO112, HO115, HO116, HO117, HO118, HO119, HO120, HO121, HO122,
HO123, HO124, HO125, HO127, HO128, HO130, HO132, HO133, HO134, HO137, HO138, HO139,
HO140, HO141, HO142, HO143, HO144, HO149, HW001, HW002, HW004, HW006, HW007, HWO010,
HWO011, HW012, HW013, HWO015, HW016, HW017, HW018, HWO019, HW020, HW021, HWO022,
HWO023, HW024, HW025, HW026, HW027, HW028, HW029, HW030, HW031, HW032, HWO033,
HWO034, HW035, HW036, HW037, HW038, HW039, HW040, HWO041, HW042, HW043, HW044,
HWO045, HW046, HW047, HW048, HW049, HW050, HW051, HW052, HW053, HW054, HWO055,
HWO056, HW057, HW058, HW059, HW060, HWO061, HW062, HWO063, HW064, HW065, HW066,
HWO067, HW068, HW069, HW070, HWO071, HW072, HWO073, HWO075, HWO077, HWO078, HW079,
HWO081, HW084, HW086, HW091, HW092, HW096, HW097, HW098, HW099, HW100, HW101,
HW102, HW106, HW108, HW109, HW111, HW113, HW115, HW116, HW117, HW118, HW119,
HW121, HW122, M001, M003, M005, M007, M008, M009, M010, M011, M012, M013, M014, MO015,
MO016, M017, M018, M019, M020, M021, M022, M023, M024, M025, M026, M027, M028, M029,
MO030, M031, M032, M035, M038, M039, M041, M042, M043, M044, M045, M047, M048, M049,
MO050, M051, M053, M054, M055, M058, M060, M061, M062, M065, M066, M067, M068, M072,
MO073, M074, MO75, M076, M077, M078, M079, M080, M082, M089, M092, M095, M099, M100,
M101, M102, M103, M104, M105, M106, M109, M113, M115, M118, M119, M120, M132, M133,
M136, M137, M139, M141, M142, M143, M144, M148, M149, M150, M151, M152, M153, M154,
M155, M156, M157, M158, M159, M160, M166, M168, M171, M172, M174, M175, M176, M178,
M181, M182, M186, M188, M190, M207, M229, M230, M235, M253, M257, M259, M260, M261,
M262, M263, M264, M265, M266, M267, M268, M269, M282, M288, M306, M325, M332, M336,
M337, M350, M353, M357, M375, M377, M379 (petition), M851, M854, M857, M862, M872, M873,
M875, M876, M879, M883, M886, M887, M893, M909

Supports F-35A operational basing.

Thank you for your participation in the public
comment period. Please be assured that your
participation has become part of the record
and contributed to the decision-making

process.

GS-19




General Support-GS

Response Comment Number Comment Description Response
Number
GS-2 MO034 Provided that there is continued The Air Force thanks the Georgia State
coordination on this project and Clearinghouse as well as the Central Savannah
any future issues and/or concerns |Area River Regional Commission, the Coastal
are addressed satisfactorily, this Regional Commission of Georgia, and the
proposal is found to be consistent [Heart of Georgia Altamaha Regional
with those state or regional goals, |Commission for their review of the Draft EIS.
policies, plans, fiscal resources, Should any changes to the proposal occur, the
criteria for Developments of Air Force would continue coordination with
Regional Impact, environmental the appropriate state agencies.
impacts, federal executive orders,
acts and/or rules and regulations
with which the state is concerned.
GS-3 MO059, M894 The Georgia Environmental The Air Force thanks the Georgia
Protection Division has reviewed Environmental Protection Division for its
the Draft EIS and has no comments |review of the EIS.
at this time
GS-4 M276 EPA believes that the Draft EIS The Air Force thanks the Environmental

provides an adequate discussion of
the potential environmental
impacts requiring substantive
changes. EPA has rated the EIS as
LO - "Lack of Objections."

Protection Agency for its review of the Draft
EIS.

GS-20




Involvement-IN

Response L.
Comment Number Comment Description Response
Number
IN HO101, HO145, HO147, HO158, HO164, Response to comments that do not Public and agency involvement is an important part of the NEPA
HWO014, M006, M161, M283, M284, M295, [address specific analysis in the EIS. process. You can be assured that your input has become part of the
M299, M300, M305, M308, M310, M311 record.

IN-21




Land Use-LU

R
esponse Comment Number Comment Description Response
Number
LU-1 HO092, HO095, HO111, HO135, M098, Concern that noise from F-35A beddown The EIS quantifies the residential population and acres subject to noise levels of 65 dB DNL or greater.

M110, M112, M121, M123, M125, M126,
M127, M163, M173, M179, M196, M201,
M203, M214, M216, M217, M218, M219,
M221, M223, M227, M228, M237, M239,
M245, M247, M248, M249, M254, M255,
M256, M270, M274, M278, M279, M285,
M289, M296, M298, M303, M307, M315,
M317, M319, M320, M324, M328, M330,
M334, M340, M341, M345, M346, M349,
M355, M356, M358, M359, M360, M362,
M363, M366, M367, M368, M369, M371,
M373, M378, M380, M852, M856, M858,
M859, M864, M865, M867, M869, M880,
M888, M892, M897, M902, M903, M930,
M934, M936, M937, M938

would create additional areas of incompatible
land use, particularly residential land use.

Section 3.11 describes noise levels and land use compatibility as defined by the Federal Interagency
Committee on Urban Noise (FICUN) and adopted by the Department of Defense. The section notes
that these guidelines are recommendations only and not mandatory; they are provided to the
community as the best means for determining noise impacts associated with commercial and military
airfields. Each base-specific Section 3.10 (for example, Section BR3.10) provides the change in
acreages within the 65 dB DNL noise levels in which residential land use is determined incompatible
by the FICUN guidelines unless structural noise attenuation measures are incorporated. Individuals
within these acreages have an increased potential for annoyance; however, only the communities'
zoning commissions have the authority to deem residential land use as incompatible. The Air Force
land use compatibility guidelines within noise zones are provided in Appendix C, Table C-4 and the
FAA Part 150 land use compatibility in noise zones was added and can be found in Table C-5.

LU-2  [HOO088, HW083, M093, M114, M126, EIS does not address impacts to Winooski's As noted in Section BR3.10 of the Draft EIS, the proposed F-35A scenarios would change the noise
M127, M164, M196, M221, M222, M307, |downtown designation and revitalization. levels experienced and may result in potential effects to land use planning. However, local
M318, M342, M348, M349, M360, M361, [More of this area would be affected by higher |governments have the authority to regulate land use and approve development permits in the vicinity
M365, M369, M371, M864, M869, M892, |noise levels. of the airfields. The Air National Guard and Burlington International Airport works with local entities
M912, M922, M934 to identify potential encroachment issues and promote compatible uses to the extent feasible, taking
into consideration military mission requirements.
LU-3  |HO126, M086, M107, M112, M121, M126, |Concern that in the past residential The Air Force has no plans to acquire residences as part of the F-35A beddown. Section BR3.10 of the
M127, M128, M145, M146, M147, M162, [neighborhoods have been bought and/or EIS discloses locations in which residential land use would be considered incompatible with baseline
M169, M180, M197, M202, M212, M221, |demolished by the Air Force, FAA, or local and projected F-35A noise levels of 65 dB DNL or greater (also see Section C1.3.2 of Appendix C).
M239, M242, M255, M256, M274, M315, [airports due to noise incompatibility and that [Local governments have the authority to regulate land use and approve development permits in the
M362, M884, M933 the same thing will happen with the F-35 vicinity of the airfields. The Air National Guard and Burlington International Airport works with local
basing. entities to identify potential encroachment issues and promote compatible uses to the extent
feasible, taking into consideration military mission requirements.
LU-4 [HO160, M130 For wilderness areas (and areas such as the Section BR3.10.2.2 describes noise impacts to wilderness areas and notes changes in noise levels

WMNF) stating that there will be less
annoyance due to low population is
inadequate, given six million annual visitors,
nor sufficient rationale for impinging upon the
solitude of such areas.

could cause annoyance for those individuals using special use areas. This analysis notes that noise
levels under some of the airspace units would increase; however, the FAA and DoD have identified
and published avoidance criteria for noise sensitive areas such as National Parks and Wilderness
Areas. In addition, the F-35A would fly at higher altitudes than the F-16s and the probability of an
overflight more than once a day would be low.

LU-22




Land Use-LU

Response Comment Number Comment Description Response
Number
LU-5 M121 The F-35A beddown proposal is incompatible |[Section BR3.10.1.1 and BR3.10.1.2 compares baseline to projected noise levels and the potential
with local and regional planning/sustainability [effect on land use planning. Appendix C, Table C-4 and C-5 disclose those land uses that would be
goals, such as the Chittenden Regional considered incompatible. However, only local governments have the authority to regulate land use
Planning Commission's comprehensive and approve development permits in the vicinity of the airfields. The Air National Guard and
planning process (ECOS). Burlington International Airport works with local entities to identify potential encroachment issues
and promote compatible uses to the extent feasible, taking into consideration military mission
requirements.
LU-6 M130 How is the proposal compatible with the 1964 |Section BR3.10.2.2 identifies all designated wilderness areas underlying the airspace and presents the
Wilderness Act and the 1975 Eastern in Figure BR3.10-4 and Table BR3.10-4. The analysis presented in section BR3.10.2.2 indicates that
Wilderness Act? Beddown would create while noise levels under some of the airspace units would increase, the increase would not alter the
significant noise impacts on designated status of special use areas under either ANG scenario.
Wilderness and alternatives analysis must
document clear and compelling reason for
overriding Congressional intent.
LU-7 [M128, M145 Was this proposal vetted through the Vermont [Because this proposal is a federal action it followed regulations proscribed by the U.S. Council of
Act 250 (Land Use and Development Act) Environmental Quality (CEQ), the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and applicable other
process? federal, state, and local laws and regulations. According to the Vermont Natural Resources Board
website, the Act 250 program provides a public, quasi-judicial process for reviewing and managing
the environmental, social and fiscal consequences of major subdivisions and developments in
Vermont. This proposal is not a major subdivision nor constitutes a major development as defined by
the Act; therefore, being vetted through the Act 250 process is not applicable.
LU-8 M130, M199 The DEIS is inadequate in its analysis and All federally-designated wilderness areas impacted by noise in overlying airspace units are addressed.
discussion of the impact of increased noise See response to LU-6.
levels in the airspace encompassing the White
Mountain National Forest, positions of the
Appalachian Trail, and six Congressionally-
designated Wilderness Areas which are not
mentioned in the DEIS.
LU-9 M131 The U.S. Department of the Interior is F-35As will not use MTRs and spend the majority of their time at higher altitudes than the F-16s from

concerned about potential indirect noise
impacts at the following park units (Hill AFB
alternative, 72 aircraft): City of Rocks National
Reserve, California National Historic Trail,
Great Basin National Park, and Golden Spike
National Historic Site.

Hill AFB. Noise levels would not increase negligibly in the Lucin MOA to affect the City of Rocks
National Park in Idaho. Nor will noise levels in the White Elk/Currie Tippet and Sevier MOAs increase
(they in fact decrease in the White Elk/Currie Tippet MOAs and remain below 47 dB in the Sevier
MOA) to affect the Great Basin National Park in Nevada. Like these two other parks, Golden Spike
National Monument is found outside the airspace and would not be affected by the negligible
increases found in the nearest airspace unit--the Lucin MOA. The California National Historic Trail
underlies portions of several MOAs; however, as with the other locations, the minor increases in
noise would not affect the Trail or those traversing it.

LU-23




Land Use-LU

Response Comment Number Comment Description Response
Number
LU-10 |[HO160, HW129, M183 Concern that F-35 overflights will cause Currently, F-16s fly in the airspace units proposed for F-35 operations. Operations in the Condor
horseback riders to be thrown, causing serious [MOA would remain at existing altitudes of 7,000 feet above ground level (not the lower one proposed
injury to the rider as well as the horse. Other |by the Massachusetts Air National Guard). Therefore, noise levels would continue to remain below
recreation activities which may become more |45 dB DNL with little potential for startle effects. While noise levels would increase in both the
dangerous because of F-35A flights include Yankee Laser and Viper Complex to levels lower than 65 dB DNL. As indicated in Section 3.3.2, most
rock climbing, whitewater rafting or canoeing, |people are exposed to sound levels of 50 to 65 dB DNL or higher on a daily basis. Research done by
and skiing. the Federal Interagency Committee on Urban Noise has indicated that about 87 percent of the
population is not highly annoyed by outdoor sound levels below 65 dB DNL. In addition, given the
large volume of airspace in which the aircraft would operate, it is unlikely that any one location or
person would be overflown on a consistent basis to cause any adverse health effects.
LU-11 [M199 The DEIS indicates there will be a perceptible |Section BR3.10.2.2 describes noise impacts to designated Wilderness under the training airspace.
increase in noise within the Yankee Laser MOA [This analysis notes that while noise levels under some of the airspace units would increase the
(Table 2-12, page 2-31; section BR3.2.2.2, page|increase would not alter the status of special use areas under either ANG scenario.
BR4-35). The analysis in section BR3.2.2.2
(pages BR4-35 to BR4-37) is inadequate to
disclose to the deciding official that one of the
noise receptors will be recreation users in the
WMNF Wilderness Areas. No mention is made
of the wilderness areas in the text of the
discussion. Given that noise will be increasing
in an area set aside for solitude we believe this
specific impact, even though it is below the 65
Ldnmr level set for significance, should be
disclosed. There should be an analysis similar
to the one that is in the Mountain Home
section, MH3.10.2.
LU-12 [M199 Page BR4-70 under ANG Scenarios 1 and 2. See response to comment LU-10.

The assertion that "although increases in the
noise would be perceptible, and could cause
annoyance, the overall noise levels would
remain low" is somewhat misleading. We
believe that a more correct statement would
be to acknowledge that annoyance is likely to
increase particularly within the designated
wilderness areas, though overall noise levels
would remain below the significance threshold
of 65 Ldnmr.

LU-24




Land Use-LU

Response Comment Number Comment Description Response
Number

LU-13 |M199 Please consider research papers by Fidell et al. |As presented in Fidell et al. 1996, it was found that noise-induced annoyance proved to be a more
1996 and Mace, Bell, and Loomis 1999 in the |direct measure of the effects of aircraft overflights on recreationists than more global measures such
analysis of noise over wilderness areas, since |as visit satisfaction or intent to revisit. Annoyance is addressed in the EIS in Appendix C, Section C2.2.
the EIS predicts that there will be increased The Mace et al. 1999 article does not apply in this case since it evaluates noise generated by rotary-
noise levels. wing aircraft (helicopters) not that generated by fixed wing jet aircraft.

LU-14 [M199 Table 2-12 (page 2-38) makes no mention of  |In Table BR3.10-4, wilderness areas and the Appalachian Trail were identified and impacts to these
the wilderness areas or the Appalachian Trail, [special use land management areas evaluated. Table 2-12 has been revised to reflect this. As
which we believe is an oversight since these |indicated in the EIS (Table BR2.2-2), the F-35s will operate above 15,000 feet MSL 90 percent of the
types of areas are mentioned for the time.

Mountain Home AFB.

LU-15 [M199 Figure BR3-10.4 on page BR4-66 contains Shape files of forests, parks, etc. were obtained from public websites, changing them would not alter
outdated information: 1) The figure does not [the conclusion of no adverse impacts to land uses underlying the airspace. As for the airspace
contain the latest changes in wilderness configuration, in Figure BR2.2-1, the airspace includes the overlying Air Traffic Control Assigned
boundaries from the New England Wilderness |Airspace that is established on an as needed basis and is found at altitudes above 20,000 ft MSL; the
Act of 2006. White Mountain National Forest |airspace depicted in Figure 3.10-4 illustrates the military operations areas (found at altitudes below
can provide a current shape file of their 20,000 ft MSL). They are both correct. The figure in Section 3.10 identifies the airspace units where
boundaries within the context of the forest aircraft-generated noise could affect underlying land uses.
boundaries. 2) The Yankee Laser airspace
shown in the figure does not agree with the
Yankee Laser airspace shown in Figure BR2.2-

1, page 8R4-7. Assuming that Figure BR2.2-1 is
correct.

LU-16 [M199 Table BR3.10-4 on page BR4-67 fails to The commenter is correct, the table was corrected to reflect the comment in the following manner:
mention the Caribou-Speckled Wilderness and |Great Gulch Wilderness was deleted and the Great Gulf Wilderness (already listed later) remained.
the Wild River Wilderness as part of the The Silvio O. Conte National Wildlife Refuge was added to the map and table.

WMNF under the Yankee Laser airspace. This
table lists the "Great Gulch Wilderness" which
should be relabeled as the Great Gulf
Wilderness

LU-17 |M199 The paragraph on the Yankee Laser airspace |Paragraph was revised to reflect addition of the one wilderness area (Wild River Wilderness) that
on page BR4-68 fails to mention the Caribou- [underlies the MOA; Gulch was corrected to read Gulf. Table 3.10-4 and Figure 3.10-4 were updated
Speckled Wilderness and the Wild River to reflect these changes.

Wilderness as part of the WMNF. Please also
correct Great Gulch Wilderness to Great Gulf
Wilderness.
LU-18 [M204 The DEIS fails to address land use planning. Land use planning is addressed in each base-specific Section 3.10 (for example, Section BR3.10) and

describes local land use planning efforts including local AICUZ or Part 150 planning programs as
appropriate. These same sections also note that local governments have jurisdiction over local
planning efforts and that the Air Force/Air National Guard coordinates any adjustments in land use
planning with these entities.
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LU-19 [HO154, HW126 Noise pollution from the Caribou-Speckle While the Caribou-Speckle Mountain Wilderness region is not directly under the Condor MOA, noise
Mountain Wilderness region on the edge of levels in the MOA would continue to remain below 45 dB DNL. There would be an increase in the
Condor would be extreme and outside of its  |Yankee Laser, but to levels below 65 dB DNL. Research done by the Federal Interagency Committee
wild character and federal wilderness on Urban Noise has indicated that about 87 percent of the population is not highly annoyed by
protections. outdoor sound levels below 65 dB DNL. In addition, given the large volume of airspace in which the

aircraft would operate, it is unlikely that any one location or person would be overflown on a
consistent basis to cause any adverse impacts to wilderness areas. See also Response LU-13.

LU-20 [M346 Table C-4 is confusing and seems to be The A categorization for Residential land use in the 65-69 dB noise zone indicates that residential use
contradictory. Block listing "A" in the 65-69 dB [is generally compatible but that measures to achieve a Noise Level Reduction (noise attenuation) of
residential area block seems to indicate that |25 dB should be incorporated into the design and construction of structures in that area. Note 11a
"land use and related structures are generally |indicates that local conditions and planning needs should be considered when making decisions on
compatible," but the added note (11) to "A"  [compatibility. This note also acknowledges that residential use in noise zones above 65 dB would not
says residential use "is discouraged in 65-69 be considered optimal but if residential use is needed for development then noise attenuation can
dB DNL and strongly discouraged in 70-74 dB  [make residential structures generally compatible. See also response to LU-1.

DNL. The table seems to contradict other
sections of the text.

LU-21 [M346 Table C-4 discusses Clear Zones, APZ |, and APZ|Table C-4 was revised to reflect incompatibilities within noise zones since the object of this appendix
Il areas; however, commercial airports are not [is noise effects. In Chapter 3, Section 3.5 Runway Protection Zones (RPZ) and Accident Potential
given APZ designations, they are given Runway |Zones (APZ) are addressed and are similar in that they delineate areas with the highest potential to
Protection Zone (RPZ) designations. The table |be affected in the event of an aircraft mishap and to restrict incompatible land use within those
does not appear to represent the accident areas. Section BR3.4.1.2 presents the potential for aircraft mishaps at and around the airfield and is
potential for commercial airports, such as not dependent on designation of an RPZ or APZ.

Burlington IAP.

LU-22 |M347 Concern that MTRs that cross over Adirondack |F-35A aircraft would not use MTRs and do not need MTRs to enter or exit the military operations
Park used to access the Viper Complex are areas (MOAs). Rather, they can enter or exit the MOAs from any direction (e.g., from the top, sides,
omitted in DEIS. Analysis should be revised to [or bottom). Also see response to comment AA-3.
include projected use of relevant MTRs.

LU-23 [M347 Concern that MTRs over Adirondack Park will [The F-35A aircraft would not use MTRs and would not create any additional noise impacts to the

have noise impacts to the Silver Lake
Wilderness (under VR-1801) and to the Giant
Mountain-Jay Mountain-Hurricane Mountain
complex of Wilderness Areas (under IR-801)
that could prove to be incompatible with their
land use classifications.

Silver Lake Wilderness or the Giant Mountain-Jay Mountain-Hurricane Mountain Wilderness Areas.
Also see response to comment AA-3.
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LU-24

M347

"Adirondack State Park," identified as a 2.5
million acre park is an incorrect designation.
The Adirondack Park is and approximately six
million acre park comprised of private lands,
and constitutionally-protected, State-owned
Forest Preserve lands designated by the NPS
as a National Historic Landmark, the
"Adirondack Forest Preserve." The Revised
Draft EIS should identify these components
and Table BR3.10-4 should be corrected
accordingly.

The commenter is correct about the size of Adirondack State Park; however, 2.5 million acres of the
State Park and the other special use areas listed in the Table BR3.10-4 signifies the area of land that
the airspace overlies and where aircraft activity would occur. This table is correct; however, more

descriptive language describing the Park was added in the applicable paragraph following the table.

LU-25

M347

Some very significant wilderness areas
underlie the Viper Complex MOAs and their
associated MTRs. The Final EIS should identify
those lands as sensitive land use areas
(including those classified as "Primitive" and
"Canoe") and address potential impacts to
them. Designated State Wilderness areas
should continue to be protected from undue
impact from aircraft use, with special
consideration given to noise.

F-35A aircraft would not use MTRs. See response to comments AA-3 and LU-6.

LU-26

M347

The EIS does identify management plans
applicable to areas under Condor Scotty of
page BR4-62, but fails to include the
Adirondack Park State Land Master Plan
(APSLMP) for lands under the Viper Complex.

Further information about the Park and applicable plan were added and a new paragraph inserted.

LU-27

M347

The headwaters of five major river systems
are located in Adirondack Park, along with
1,300 miles of State-designated Wild, Scenic
and Recreational Rivers determined by the
U.S. DOI to be eligible for similar designation
in the Federal Wild and Scenic Rivers System.
These were identified and taken into account
during the development of proposals for
existing MTRs and the same should be done
for the Final EIS for this proposal.

The F-35 would not use MTRs; therefore, no change from current status should be anticipated. See
response to comment AA-3.
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LU-28 [M327 Umbagog National Wildlife Refuge is Figure BR3.10-4 was corrected for boundaries and label; Table BR3.10-4 was also corrected. Only the

misrepresented in the EIS and misnamed as larger national forests are identified in Figures BR2.2-1 and BR3.2-4; therefore, they were not
"Lake Umbagog National Wilderness changed.
Reserve," Current boundaries of the NWR
were omitted from Figures BR2.2-1 and BR 3.2-
4. Figure 3.10-4 uses the wrong name and an
out of date boundary line was used. Acreages
for impact appear to be low - total potential
impact for Umbagog NWR is approx. 12,186
acres - USFWS would be happy to provide GIS
shapefiles if needed.

LU-29 [M327 Discussions in section BR 3.10-2 regarding the |The figure and discussions were revised to reflect correct acreages affected by the MOA.
Yankee Laser MOA should also include Silvio O.
Conte NFWR, Pondicherry Division (6,405
acres).

LU-30 [M327 Why is there no discussion in BR 3.10.2.2 of Section 3.10.2.2 notes that the F-35A would conduct operations below 5,000 feet above ground level
potential impacts on low-level flights on (AGL) only 5 percent of total flight time. Table BR2.2-1 lists the airspace units to be used by the F-35A
visitors to National Wildlife Refuges? FAA aircraft at Burlington AGS and indicates that only portions of the Viper Complex extend below 5,000
Order 1050.1e provides for stricter FAA noise |feet AGL. Section BR3.10.2.2 also acknowledges that while general noise would increase, individual
standards over NWRs. overflights would occur at various altitudes, would be transitory in nature, and that the probability of

more than one overflight per day of a specific area (such as NWRs) would be low. Therefore, while
individual visitors may be annoyed by overflights at less than 5,000 feet AGL there would be no
alteration in the status of special use areas. The Air Force does not propose to change any airspace
units or their altitudes.

LU-31 [M327 In the description of Condor Scotty Airspace |Operational F-35As would not use MTRs and VRs, and operations in the Condor Scotty airspace would
on page BR4-62, the MOA is described as a result in less than 45 dB DNL noise levels. These noise levels are consistent with current noise levels.
single unit with a floor of 7,000 AGL. It does Also see response to comment AA-3.
not acknowledge the low elevation flight
corridors (MTRs; VR-840/1/2) that have a
considerably lower training floor. Training in
these MTRs over Umbagog NWR would have a
potential impact of 3,133 acres and the total
potential impact of Condor Scotty MOA to
Umbagog NWR is estimated to be 12.186
acres.

LU-32 [M327 Please add the 2009 Umbagog NWR's Reference to the CCP was added to the text.

Comprehensive Conservation Plan (CCP) to the
list of plans on page BR4-62 that could be
applicable to areas under the Condor Scotty
MOA.
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NS-1

HWO003

ACC Scenario 1 for Hill AFB, Location #9 is
missing from map with projected noise
contours.

The commenter is correct and Location #9 has been added to all three scenario figures.

NS-2

M107, M306

Were decibel levels field tested with F-35
landings/takeoffs, flyovers, and touch-and-
gos at any of the proposed locations?

No F-35A aircraft have been flown at any of the proposed locations. F-35A overflight noise
measurements have been conducted at Edwards AFB, California. Operations parameters used in
the F-35A Operational Basing EIS were based on those noise measurements and multiple simulator
test flights. The EIS for beddown of F-35 aircraft at Eglin AFB and Nellis AFB used the same general
NOISEMAP noise modeling process as this EIS (i.e., noise levels measured, recorded into NOISEFILE
database, and then used by NOISEMAP to estimate local noise levels). F-35A flight parameters have
undergone further refinement, and the updated information is reflected in the current EIS, the Air
Education Training Command F-35A EIS, the U.S. Marine Corps East and West Coast F-35B Basing
EISs, and the on-going Navy F-35C Basing EIS. Noise modeling was conducted using information
specific to the local flying environment where applicable. For example, each installation designates
a 'pattern altitude' at which the level flight portions of runway approach operations are conducted.
Noise modeling included operations on several flight tracks, which mirror flight tracks used by
currently based aircraft. Aircraft vary from standard or typical flight tracks because of winds, Air
Traffic Control (ATC) de-conflictions with other air traffic, and other factors.

NS-3

HO088, HO089, HW083, HW095, HW112,
M083, M110, M124, M135, M169, M194,
M202, M205, M212, M223, M238, M301,
M309, M318, M321, M322, M360, M366,
M371, M880, M884, M934, M936

Noise from F-35 will cause hearing damage.

Each base-specific Section 3.2.1.2 discusses the potential for hearing loss under each alternative
scenario (for example, see Section BR3.2.1.2). The methodology used to estimate the risk of
potential hearing loss is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.3.3. Department of Defense policy states
that populations exposed to noise levels at or greater than 80 dB DNL have the greatest risk of
potential hearing loss (see Appendix C, Section C2.5 for more details).

NS-4

M063, M098, M205, M363, M859

| fear damage to my home from the F-35.
Current aircraft activities already cause my
home to shake and/or suffer damage.

As stated in Appendix C, Section C2.8, the probability of damage to structures resulting from
subsonic noise is extremely low. Vibrations generated by aircraft (with similar noise level to the F-
35A at low altitude) were measured at ancient Anasazi ruins, and found to be substantially below
damage threshold peak velocities (Battis 1988). Vibrations caused by subsonic aircraft noise are
similar in intensity to natural sources of vibration such as thunder and high winds (Sutherland
1989). Building and equipment constructed to withstand natural force loads (e.g., wind, minor
seismic activity) should not be negatively affected by subsonic F 35A overflights.
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NS-5 HO148, M107, M204 The Draft EIS does not adequately discuss  |The EIS addresses SEL and other noise metrics sufficiently. Effects of noise exposure (both
the qualitative effects of Sound Exposure instantaneous [SEL and Lmax] and sustained [DNL and Ldnmr]) is discussed at length in each of the
Levels (SELs) or sustained noise/trailing base-specific Sections XX3.2 and specifically identified in Table XX3.2-1. Chapter 3, Section 3.3.2
noise that can last for several minutes or also defines SEL (plus others) and the advantages and disadvantages of applying that and other
more. noise modeling metrics. Supplemental noise analyses (such has potential hearing loss, speech

interference, and sleep disturbance) all consider sustained exposure to noise levels and are
quantified in base-specific Sections 3.2.1.1 and 3.2.1.2. In addition, further noise methodology and
qualitative effects of noise are presented in Appendix C. In the appendix, eight different noise
metrics are considered and community reactions (such as annoyance) as well as land use
compatibilites are presented in Appendix C, C1.3. See also response NS-9.

NS-6 M107, M169, M369 How will the residents of nursing homes and [While nursing homes and senior-assisted facilities are not specified in the EIS, the noise analyses do
senior-assisted living facilities be affected by |identify other representative receptors (e.g., schools, hospitals, and places of religion) and quantify
noise from the F-35? these impacts according to location within the noise contours. The EIS applies five noise metrics to

present impacts to all residents vis-a-vis sleep disturbance, potential hearing loss, speech
interference, classroom speech interference, and general noise exposure (see base-specific tables in
Section 3.2.1.1 and 3.2.1.2).
NS-7 HW124, M126, M127, M205, M224, How much louder than current aircraft will [TableXX 3.2-1 in each base-specific Section (for example Table JX3.2-1) lists and compares the
M309 the F-35A be? The Draft EIS only cites Sound Exposure Level and the Maximum Sound Level of the F-35A and the aircraft currently based
average decibel levels with no indication of |at the considered location under various power settings (e.g., afterburner when the aircraft would
the loud end of the scale. generate the most noise around the airfield and supersonic when operating in the airspace) and
airfield operations. These data indicate that the F-35A would generate generally higher noise levels
than the aircraft it is replacing.
NS-8 HO088, HW083, M110, M121, M124, Concern that exposure to noise above 65 dB |Appendix C, Section C2.1 and Section C2.5.2 discusses potential noise impacts to various health

M135, M140, M185, M194, M196, M223,
M240, M242, M307, M309, M315, M330,
M346, M348, M349, M360, M361, M366,
M367, M368, M369

DNL has been shown to contribute to health
issues such as increased stress, sleep
disturbance, rise in blood pressure,
hypertension, and decreased immune
system function. Also, these health
problems result in increased health care
costs and are not addressed in the EIS.

issues. Section C2.4 describes noise-related sleep disturbances. In summary, there is no scientific
basis for a claim that noise levels below 75 dB DNL would have a potential health effects.
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NS-9 M084 The duration of Lmax data in the Draft EIS is |The table title has been corrected to reflect that the Lmax (or maximum sound level) measurements
not specified (e.g,, transient, longer are instantaneous. Although the maximum sound level provides some measure of the intrusiveness
duration). If the F-35A acoustical noise has a|of the event, it alone does not completely describe the total event. The period of time during which
sustained component appreciably less than [the sound is heard is also significant. The Sound Exposure Level (SEL) combines both of these
the reported Lmax values, this suggests that |characteristics into a single metric. SEL is a composite metric that represents both the intensity of a
the acoustical noise characterization in the |sound and its duration. SELs are calculated in each base specific noise section (Section 3.2.1.1 and
Draft EIS is incomplete. 3.2.1.2). Appendic C, Section C1.2.3 provides more detailed definition of SEL.
NS-10 [HWO087, M202 Experience with current aircraft and noise  [The EIS adequately addresses noise levels and makes comparisons to baseline conditions.
levels contradicts EIS findings. Suggests Numerous noise metrices have been used to measure and present noise levels in comparison to
further verification of noise data is current aircraft (Chapter 3, Section 3.3). SEL, Lmax, DNL, Ldnmr, CDNL, and sonic booms are all
necessary. evaluated and compared to baseline conditions and can be found in each of the base specific
sections (XX3.2.1.1 and XX3.2.1.2) and associated tables. In addition to presenting these metrics,
the EIS evaluates speech interuptions, sleep disturbance, and potential for hearing loss (in both
baseline conditions with current aircraft and potential impacts for the F-35A). Appendix C also
provides a more detailed description of noise, modeling, and an overview of potential impacts.
NS-11  [HO036, HO097, HO131, HO132, HWO088, |Would like to know if there are any Mitigation measures (already employed in the F-35A noise modeling) at Burlington International

HW123, M037, M046, M084, M085,
MO086, M090, M111, M164, M173, M198,
M225, M294, M297, M316, M326, M342,
M346, M369, M370, M865, M912

mitigation measures that could help solve
the noise problem. Are there any noise
abatement programs in place at any of the
proposed locations? Why can't the F-35A be
quieter?

Airport include flight restrictions to minimize noise impacts to the adjacent community. The
Burlington AGS would continue to undertake the voluntary restrictions outlined in the Burlington
Noise Compatibility Program Update (2008). The F-35As would maintain the quiet hours, keep
within the specified arrival and departure routes and procedures, as well as ensure that single F-
35A flights are flown out of the airport as opposed to simultaneous (or formation) takeoffs. The
current limitations to C-5 and helicopter training operations would continue unchanged.

NS-12

HW110, HW112, M346, M368

If my house is within the 65 dB DNL contour
am | eligible as a homeowner for the home
buyback program or other mitigations such
as soundproof windows? Please explain my
options.

The home buyback program currently being conducted around Burlington IAP is part of the 2008
Noise Compatibility Program Update described in Section BR3.10.1. This plan is an agreement
between the City of Burlington, the Burlington IAP, and the FAA to acquire residential properties to
reduce or eliminate land use compatibilities between land use and aircraft noise. While Congress
has given the FAA authority to spend taxpayer money for mitigating noise at private residences and
noise-sensitive receptors in relation to airport construction or expansion, it has not given the
military Services any similar general authority.
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NS-13  [HW113, M216 How many minutes or hours will we hear the|Audibility is dependent on many factors, including but not limited to the location of the receiver
F-35s and how does it compare to the F- relative to the source and the receiver's ambient noise level. Audibility is not typically studied in
16s? EISs. The Time Above (TA) metric quantifies the amount of time the noise level would be equal to

or greater than a selected threshold Maximum Sound Level (Lmax) but the DoD noise model used
for this EIS is not yet capable of estimating TA. The EIS provides Maximum Sound Level (Lmax) data
for the F-35 and F-16; Table BR3.2-1 as an example.

NS-14 |HO111, M121, M936 Noise impacts will be considerable on The EIS uses cumulative and single-event noise metrics to communicate expected changes in noise
hospitals, schools, businesses, recreation under beddown scenarios. Each base-specific Section 3.2 of the EIS (for example Section Mc3.2)
areas, and residential areas. quantifies noise impacts using five noise metrics (noise exposure, speech interference, classroom

speech interference, sleep disturbance, and potential hearing loss) as they apply to a
respresentative set of receptors including hospitals, schools, and residential (e.g., BR3.2.1.1). In
base-specific Sections 3.2.1.2 and 3.2.2 noise impacts under the basing scenarios are presented and
quantified. Appendix C, Sections C1.3 and C2.0 present noise study findings associated with noise
exposure.

NS-15 |HW118 Noise concerns could be minimized if Final |The Draft EIS (and the Revised Draft EIS) already provides, in Chapter 3, Section 3.3, the definition
EIS clarified that duration and frequency is  |of noise the noise metrics that were used, the supplemental noise analyses undertaken, the types
also important when discussing possible of military aircraft noise, and the methodology. Within each base-specific Section 3.2, baseline
hearing damage or other health impacts of [conditions and environmental consequences are quantified. In addition, a more thorough
noise. With the F-35A the exposure would [description of noise modeling and general (i.e., applicable to any alternative location) noise effects
be short duration and frequency would are presented in Appendix C.
decrease which would improve over current
conditions.

NS-16 |HO083, HW118 Please better explain the degree of change [The Air Force does not apply a label the change in noise contours as good or bad, or better or

from existing noise levels as good or bad.

worse, because of the subjectivity of how individuals define noise, and because any change in the
DNL noise levels will depend on where a person is when they hear the noise. The noise contours
show that they will increase in some areas over the baseline noise contours and decrease in other,
therefore, depending on where an individual lives or has their place of business, the overall 24-hour
noise exposure could be less for some individuals and more for others.
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NS-17  [HW123, M111 Noise analysis on schools ignores the Outdoor Leq for representative schools were shown in the EIS for each base, as applicable. For

criterion for limiting indoor background
equivalent noise levels of 35 to 40 dB and
does not explain whether the number of
events of 50 dB Lmax are average events per
hour or per day. A more detailed analysis is
needed.

example, see Table BR3.2-5. Indoor Leq can be determined by applying the footnoted Noise Level
Reduction (NLR) assumptions shown at the bottom of each table.

NS-18 [HW123, M111, M932 Noise analysis does not address impacts The relevant guidelines for assessment of classroom learning interference is geared towards indoor
from noise on students who are outside. classrooms. The EIS provides outdoor Leq values for each representative school for each base, as

applicable. These outdoor Leq can be compared to a speech interference criterion of 60 dB.

NS-19 [HW123, M111 EIS should compare noise impacts of the F- [The EIS presents existing conditions for all alternative locations and that includes whatever types of
35As with the noise impacts of the aircraft fly in and out of the base/airport. Removing the F-16 would not represent accurate
commercial and civilian aircraft without the |baseline conditions and would not serve as a viable tool for comparison purposes by decision-
contribution of the F-16s. makers. Individual comparison of noise generated by military aircraft is provided in the form of

SELs and Lmax (see base-specific Table 3.2-1).
NS-20 |[M084 For airspace in and around Chittenden Airspace around the Burlington International Airport supports airfield operations of civil,
County, Vermont, what measures, if any, are |commercial, and military aircraft. Existing noise abatement and avoidance measures undertaken by
in place to ensure the briefest dwell time of |F-16 aircraft would be done by the F-35A. See also response NS-11.
the F-35A in the airspace to ensure low
noise aircraft operations?
NS-21 |HO136, M121, M241, M360 Concern about the effects of F-35 noise on [Health risks are presented in Appendix C, Sections C2.1 through C2.5; see also responses NS-8 and

residents with noise sensitivities, such as
autism or PTSD.

NS-14. The Air Force is unaware of peer-reviewed research or studies evaluating noise effects on
autism or PTSD.
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NS-22 [HW123, M111 EIS does not consider cumulative analysis The noise analysis include data from the Part 150 study for modeling commercial aircraft. As

from Part 150 Compatibility Program and
how noise from the F-35A would extend
contours under Part 150 program.

presented in Chapter 3, Section 3.3.5, noise at the airfields was modeled using two software
programs: 1) NOISEMAP and 2) Integrated Noise Model (INM). The Air Force and ANG require use
of NOISEMAP 7 to model noise exposure at and around military air bases for operations generated
by military aircraft and engine run-up activities, as well as any other aircraft. In the U.S., INM is
typically used for Federal Aviation Regulation Part 150 noise compatibility planning purposes and
for FAA Orders 5050.4B (2006) and 105D.1E (2006). Since INM applies only to the joint-use airfields
at Burlington AGS and Jacksonville AGS, it did not provide for consistency and comparison among
all six alternative locations. For modeling purposes, the civilian/commercial noise levels generated
under INM were combined logarithmically with the military aircraft noise calculated by NOISEMAP
for Burlington IAP and Jacksonville IAP. Noise analysis/exposure was presented in base-specific
Section 3.2 and land use compatibilities discussed in base-specific Section 3.11.

NS-23

M084

On page 3-13, the statement is made: "For
modeling purposes, the civilian/commercial
noise levels generated under INM were
combined logarithmically with the military
aircraft noise calculated by NOISEMAP for
Burlington IAP and Jacksonville IAP." What
exactly does this mean? Has this
combination of INM and NOISEMAP results
been used before and what is the theoretical
justification for doing so? How have the
results been empirically verified? Can these
results be consistently compared with
NOISEMAP alone?

INM produces a grid of DNL values (decibels) for the civilian aircraft operations and NMAP produces
a grid of DNL values (decibels) for the military aircraft operations. These two grids were
logarithmically summed so that the resultant total DNL (from civilian and military aircraft
operations) were computed. Logarithmically adding grids together is standard practice and is one
of the functions of the NMPlot program; NMPlot is the computer program of the NOISEMAP suite
of programs responsible for producing DNL contours from grids of DNL values. Furthermore,
adding grids produced by both programs, i.e., INM and NMAP, is also standard practice for airfields
shared by civilian and military aircraft.
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NS-24

MO088

What noise impacts are associated with low-
altitude operations in the Viper MOA?

The EIS Section BR2.2.1 details the structure and use of the Viper MOA. Section BR3.2.2 (Figure
BR3.2-4) presents the changes in noise associated with F-35A training in the airspace. Under either
basing scenario noise would increase from a baseline of 50 dB DNL to 55 dB DNL under ANG
Scenario 1 and 56 dB DNL under Scenario 2. The 65 dB DNL was used to evaluate the impacts of
noise because it is the recognized noise measure used at airports throughout the continental U.S.
FAA Order 1050.1E, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures, Appendix A, paragraph 14.3,
Page A-61, defines the threshold of significance for noise impacts as follows: a significant noise
impact would occur if analysis shows that the proposed action will cause noise sensitive areas to
experience noise at or above 65 dB DNL when compared to the no action alternative for the same
timeframe. Noise levels would remain below 65 dB DNL and impacts would not be considered
significant.

NS-25

MO036, M084, M094, M202, M204

The EIS does not address sound levels
and/or sound impacts in a technically
correct manner. The EIS only uses computer
simulations that are not accurate.

The EIS correctly addresses sound levels. The NOISEMAP noise model takes into consideration the
propagation of noise through the air, and the effects of whether it is traveling over hard (water) or
soft (ground) surfaces. The fact that because the noise levels received by any one individual change
on a daily basis because of weather conditions (humidity, temperature, wind, cloud cover, etc)
requires us to use a metric that averages noise over time, which is why modeling has to be used
rather than simply using individual noise levels as measured on a single day. NOISEMAP validation
is covered in the following documents but it is not customary to reiterate the validation results in
every report that uses NMAP. “Field Studies of the Air Force Procedures (NOISECHECK) for
Measuring Community Noise Exposure from Aircraft Operations,” AFAMRL-TR-82-12, by R. Lee.
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NS-26 |M084 There appear to be differences in SEL and SEL and Lmax for Table BR3.2-1 were derived from the NOISEMAP modeling input. The SEL/Lmax
Lmax computations and unexplained values in Table BR3.2-1 (and all similar tables for other bases) were interpolated from base-specific
discrepancies in the acoustic noise data operations files/tables. The reason why Lmax or SEL are different across the six bases for the same
given for the six candidate locations. aircraft type is because of base-specific temperature, humidity, and performance, as described in

each base’s SEL/Lmax tables in the DEIS. For example, Burlington AGS, Hill AFB and McEntire JNGB
are modeled at 66 degrees F/67% relative humidity (RH), 40 degrees Fahrenhite (F)/70%RH and 66
degrees F/ 50%RH, respectively. Regarding performance, F-16 departure flight profiles are modeled
with throttle settings of 95%NC, 92%NC and 97%NC for Burlington AGS, Hill AFB, and McEntire
JNGB, respectively (1,000 ft AGL, 300 kts, non-afterburning departures for all three bases). The
three F-16 power settings are typically what pilots flying aircraft at these bases indicated they used.
SEL and Lmax for F-35A aircraft do not have as much variation as the F-16 SEL/Lmax values because
the modeling was consistently done across all bases with the “Karnes” flight profiles. Changes in SEL
and Lmax were not used since SEL and Lmax consider only single events whereas DNL not only
takes account of the aircrafts’ SEL and Lmax but considers all of their events over an average 24-
hour period.

NS-27 |M084 The noise analysis section (Analysis Appendix C provides a more detailed description of noise metrics, methodology, and explanation of
Methodology, Section 3.3.5) is unduly vague.|noise effects. Base-specific Sections 3.2 quantified noise impacts using five metrics: noise
If there are calculated results, the means of [exposure, speech interference, classroom speech interference, sleep disturbance, and potential
calculation and their derivation should be hearing loss. See also response NS-25.
provided, with key material included by
reference to the research material.

NS-28 [MO084, M342, M912 How have the noise models (NOISEMAP) NOISEMAP has been field tested and found to be accurate at estimating noise levels. It was found
and simulations been validated? If so, they [that noise levels were estimated to within 1.5 dB of actual measured level with a 90% statistical
should have a limit of error for each quantity [confidence (Lee 1982). F-35A standard flight profiles (i.e., altitude, engine power setting, and
they estimate. Why are there no limits of airspeed at points along the flight track) have been developed based on repeated flight simulator
error in any of the published data in the runs. In these test flights, detailed records were kept on power settings change during the flight.
Draft EIS? Are the limits so small as to be
negligible (i.e., +/-1 to +/-2 dB) or was this
overlooked?

NS-29 |HO114, HO127 How reliable is the current 65 dB DNL See response NS-22. As presented in Section BR3.2.1.1, baseline noise contours were derived from

contour for Burlington AGS? Also, it would
be nice to see how those lines are drawn.

the updated Burlington IAP Part 150 study (for commercial aircraft) and actual F-16 operations
provided by Burlington AGS in 2010. These contours differ from those of the Part 150; however,
potential compatibility effects to land uses are presented in Section BR3.10.

NS-36
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NS-30 |HO127 EIS does not include recent adaptation of The noise modeling does take into consideration the data from the quieter commercial aircraft and
quieter and more efficient engines on this is reflected in the noise contours generated from the modeling. The noise nvironment near the
passenger airliners that may make an Burlington airfield is and would be dominated by military aircraft such that reducing the
outside improvement to the overall noise contribution of the civilian aircraft would have no effect on the overall noise level with regard to
profile of the majority of flights from DNL.
Burlington.
NS-31 [M185, M195, M363 Concern about effect of F-35 noise on milk  [Appendix C, Section C2.6.1 evaluates several studies related to jet noise effects on dairy cows.

production/farming.

Through the compilation and examination of milk production data from areas exposed to jet
aircraft noise and sonic boom events, it was determined that milk yields were not affected. This was
particularly evident in those cows that had been previously exposed to jet aircraft noise.

NS-32 (M187 Noise levels presented in the EIS for the F-35 [The Lockheed Martin report was not provided; however, the EIS presents comparative single-event
differ from a performance report put out by [sound levels of the F-35A and comparative aircraft, as applicable. For example, Table BR3.2-1 of
Lockheed Martin. the EIS states the F-35A would be approximately 20 dB greater in Maximum Sound Level (Lmax)
than the F-16 as the aircraft pass overhead at 1,000 ft altitude. A 20 dB increase equates to an
approximately quadrupling of perceived loudness as derived from the text in Appendix C.
NS-33  [M199 In section 3.2.2.1 on page BR4-35, the DEIS [EIS Section 3.3 and Appendix C explain the different noise metrics and their consequences. Each
provides the baseline noise levels for each of|base-specific Section 3.2 explains the noise models and output components. The references in
the airspace units. There is no reference Appendix C list the sources for the modeling of noise, including NOISEMAP, Integrated Noise Model
made to how these measurements were (INM), and PCBoom.
determined though the general
methodology is alluded to in an earlier
paragraph. Appendix C does not provide this
explanation as one would expect it to.
NS-34 (M202 Does the EIS address the increased sound As per current flight restrictions at and around Burlington IAP, no formation take-offs or landings

levels of more than one F-35 flying in
formation (i.e., from a "wingman")? Adding
even a second aircraft would at least result
in a doubling of noise.

would occur at the airport. The EIS does present noise levels generated by one aircraft and single-
event noise levels would increase by 3 dB for every doubling of aircraft in a formation flight
(relative to the single-event noise levels of a single aircraft). For example, going from 1 aircraft in
flight to 2 side-by-side, would increase the SEL (or Lmax) by 3 dB.

NS-37
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NS-35 [M202 The F-16 (depending on engine) has about |DNL depends on many factors, including but not limited to single-event noise level and numbers of
24,000 lbs of thrust. The F-35 has 40,000 Ibs |operations. The single-event noise level is dependent on factors such as power setting, altitude and
of thrust - more thrust equals more noise - [speed. On a single-event basis, the F-35A is noisier than the F-16 as shown in the DEIS Table BR3.2-
the EIS seems to claim otherwise. 1. DNL-wise, ANG Scenarios 1 and 2 would increase the population within the 65 dB DNL contour

relative to Baseline as shown in Tables BR3.2-8 and BR3.2-14 of the DEIS.

NS-36 [HO148, HO150, HO153, HW124, M204, |The DEIS does not address "single event" The EIS presents single-event noise levels such as Sound Exposure Level (SEL) and Maximum Sound

M312 noise levels, which can exceed 121 dB. The [Level (Lmax) for comparative aircraft for each base. For example, see Table BR3.2-1. Lmax (which
DEIS also does not address "noise spikes" can be referred to as "noise spikes") are predicted to be 83-115 dB for various representative
that can be over 100-108 dB. conditions for the F-35A at Burlington AGS. The EIS also addresses single-event noise effects such
as speech interference, classroom learning interference, and sleep disturbance for each base. For
example, see Tables BR3.2-10, 11, and 12 for ANG Scenario 1.

NS-37 [M204 The DEIS fails to address the negative effects |Each base-specific section 3.2.1.2 addresses the potential impacts of F-35A noise to speech
of the F-35A regarding speech interference, |interference, sleep disturbance, and common annoyance (see Section HL 3.2.1.2, Table2 HL3.2-4
sleep disturbance, and common annoyance. [and HL3.2-5, for example). Additional information is also provided in Appendix C, Section C2.3.

NS-38 [M204 The DEIS does not incorporate literature Both the Fidell and Miedema articles question the relationship of DNL; they do not use standard Air
(e.g., Fidell and Silvati 2004[?}; Miedema Force methodologies to measure noise. In addition, the analysis they suggest would conflict with
and Vos 1998) that calls into question Air the types of metrics (i.e., DNL) being presented in the analysis. Therefore, this literature was not
Force methodologies for noise analysis. incorporated into the EIS.

NS-39 [M204 The DEIS fails to address the key factors for |Chapter 2, Section 2.1.1 and base-specific Section 2.1.2, provide details used as inputs into the
community noise exposure: types of aircraft, [noise analysis at the airfields including the number and types of aircraft at each alternative location,
type of engines, number of the number of airfield operations (takeoffs, landing, and closed patterns), and the percentage of
takeoffs/landings, and times of day time that these flights would occur during "environmental" day and night, or from 7:00am to

10:00pm during the "environmental" day and from 10:00pm to 7:00am during "environmental"
night. Operations occurring during environmental nighttime hours are assessed a 10 dB penalty.
Types of engines are indicated in base-specific Table 3.2-1.

NS-40 |[M204 The DEIS excludes the use of sound metrics |The EIS noise analysis in each of the base-specific section uses: SEL and Lmax (e.g., Table XX3.2-1

for: Sound Exposure Levels (SEL), Equivalent
Sound Levels (Leq), Time Above (TA) a
specified sound level, and Number of Events
Above (NA) a specified sound level.

and associated discussion) and Leq and NA for classroom speech interference (e.g., Table XX3.2-5
and related discussion). The noise model cannot generate TA at this time (because of the new
engine) but the Air Force is having the model updated to include TA in the future.

NS-38
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Comment Number Comment Description Response
Number
NS-41  [M204 The DEIS fails to show the difference In accordance with federal guidance, noise exposure and land use compatibility is not assessed with
between day and night contributions to the [individual daytime and nighttime levels but with Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL) as explained
DNL; also, the DEIS does not compare the 15{in Section 3.3.2 of the EIS. DNL is a cumulative measure of aircraft noise exposure over an average
hour day average sound level (DL) and a 9- |24-hour period with noises at night (between 10pm and 7am) weighted (increased) by 10 dB.
hour night average (NL). This would result in [Furthermore, unless the aircraft performs over 86,400 equivalent operations per day, the DNL will
5-10 more decibels greater that the A- always be less than the Sound Exposure Level (SEL) generated by a single-event.
weighted value for a single aircraft event.
NS-42  [M204 DEIS fails to discuss the number of events  [The EIS provided the Number of Events (NA) metric for the assessments of speech and classroom
above a threshold level or the events during |learning interference for each installation (e.g., see Tables BR3.2-10 and 11, respectively).
a specific time period (i.e., during the school
day: 8am to 3pm).
NS-43  [M204 The DEIS fails to provide information for the |The NEPA statute and its implementing regulations do not require federal agencies to conduct
worst case scenario for noise levels. worst case scenario analyses. See Chapter 3, Section 3.3.5 for the noise analysis methodology and
each base-specific section in sections XX3.2.1.2 and XX3.2.2.2 for noise impacts on airfield and
airspace environment.
NS-44  |M239, M346 Concern about negative effects of noise Appendix C, Section C 2.6 provides information on studies related to noise effects on domestic
from F-35 on domestic animals/house pets. |animals. Each base-specific Section 3.2 quantifies projected F-35A noise levels from which to make
conclusions of effects.
NS-45 |[HWO089, HW093, HW110, M094, M097, |The F-35A will negatively affect the quality |The Air Force recognizes that there could be impacts to the population and that some persons may

M098, M117, M124, M126, M127, M135,
M140, M169, M173, M179, M187, M201,
M212, M214, M216, M224, M226, M231,
M237, M239, M243, M244, M247, M252,
M255, M256, M275, M315, M316, M319,
M333, M340, M348, M355, M361, M366,
M368, M371, M874, M882, M891, M920,
M933

of the life in my area.

feel that they have experienced a reduction in quality of life under any of beddown scenarios.
Quiality of life is not possible to quantify because it is based on a set of subjective experiences that
are highly variable among individuals and unpredictable. However, the EIS provides several
indicators of noise level, which can be used to predict quality of life. Estimates of the percentage of
the population that would be highly annoyed by noise, for example, are one indicator of a
decreased quality of life.
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NS-46

M326

Table 6.7 in the Executive Summary shows
the F-35 to be 3 to 4 times louder than the F-
16 (SEL 17 dB and Lmax 26 dB greater on
takeoffs, landings and touch and gos). dBA
is a logarithmic scale and an increase of 5
dBA is perceived by the human ear to be
twice as loud - it's a lot more than twice the
sound pressure, which doubles about every
3 dBA and by a factor of 10 for every 10 dB.

Table 6.7 in the Executive Summary shows the F-35A would be between 17 dB and 20 dB greater in
SEL and between 21 dB and 25 dB greater in Lmax than the F-16 during takeoff and arrival, directly
over the receiver at an altitude of 1,000 ft and at an altitude of 1,500 ft over the receiver on a
downwind leg of a local pattern operation. As explained in Appendix C, Section C1.1, a change in
(single-event) sound level of 10 dB is usually perceived by the average person as a doubling (or
halving) of the sound's loudness. Concur regarding sound pressure doubling with every 3 dB
change and by a factor of 10 for every 10 dB change. The Executive Summary Table 6.7 was slightly
revised in terms of footnoting and column headers.

NS-47

M326

The 65 dBA day-night noise limit contour
map in the Executive Summary compares
fewer F-35 flights to a greater number of F-
16 flights. It would be useful to compare the
contours using equal numbers of flights -
there's no guarantee that flights will not
increase in future years.

The EIS evaluates the scenarios and number of F-35A flights that would meet the Air Force's
purpose and need to maintain combat capability and replace aging aircraft. Each base-specific
Section 3.2.1.2 notes that the F-35A in general generates more noise than existing F-15 and F-16
aircraft. Should the number of F-35A flights change (whether it is an increase or decrease)
additional analysis would be required under separate NEPA documentation.

NS-48

M326

The effect of low frequency noise generated
by the F-35A is not adequately addressed. By
using dBA as a measurement, the impact of
far-travelling, low frequency noise is
minimized because dBA filters out lower
frequencies.

Scientifically established guidelines for aircraft noise assessment use A-weighted levels (or similar
metrics), which emphasize the middle and high frequencies that people hear and that can cause
adverse impact. Metrics that include low frequencies, such as C-weighting, have been found to
correlate poorly with community response.

NS-49

M346

Because the contour maps do not clearly
specify local roads, it is difficult to determine
the actual location of homes and other
structures that would be affected by >65 dB
DNL. Why were source materials for the
contour maps not included? The City of
South Burlington requests whatever data
points and/or geographic coordinates were
used to construct the contour lines in the
Burlington area.

The Geographic Information System data layers were provided to the South Burlington City
Manager (Mr. Sanford Miller) on 13 August 2012. Contours were derived from using the
NOISEMAP model. See responses NS-22, NS-29, and NS-39.

NS
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NS-50

M346

Table C-1 and C-2 (Appendix C) list the
representative maximum sound and
exposure levels for five aircraft, but the F-35
is not listed in either table, making it difficult
to make an assessment as to the sound
levels and exposure for the F-35. Why was
the F-35 not included in these tables?

The tables have been updated to include the F-35A and F-4.

NS-51

M346

The DEIS uses the hours between 10pm and
7am for sleep disturbance analysis; this fails
to consider and assess the impact on many
shift-workers who sleep during the day (first
responders, police, hospital workers, etc.).
Why were such workers not considered in
analysis? Request that such analysis for
daytime sleep disturbance is done.

The weighting for the time period of 10:00 pm to 7:00 am is primarily to account for the greater
intrusiveness of aircraft noise during these hours because ambient noise levels that can mask
aircraft noise during the day is less. Both the FAA and DoD assess aircraft noise impacts to sleep

based on these parameters.

NS-52

M346

DEIS states that hearing loss with exposure
to military low-altitude flight noise (Lmax >
114 dB) is not a concern because airport
neighbors will not be outside for extended
periods does not take into consideration
outdoor construction workers and farmers
in vicinity to areas of high noise exposure
around the airport.

Chapter 3, Section 3.3.3, base-specific Section 3.2, and Appendix C, Section C2.5 present the
methodology used to evaluate potential hearing loss. This methodology was established in USEPA
Report No. 550/9-82-105, Guidelines for Noise Impact Analysis (USEPA 1982) and states the noise-
induced permanent threshold shift (hearing loss) that can be expected from daily exposure to
average noise levels of 80 dB DNL or greater for 8 hours per day, 5 days a week over a working
lifetime of 40 years. The low-altitude flight noise with a maximum noise level of 115 dB (see Table
BR3.2-1) would occur only during specific airfield operations which are incorporated with other
airfield operations to create the average noise levels.

NS-53

M346

What baseline data was used for civil and
commercial aircraft noise conditions around
Burlington IAP? Since the IAP data is not the
same as the ANG data, to what baseline was
F-35 noise compared? Specifically, was the
noise level of 70 dB at Chamberlain School
derived from the incorrect Burlington IAP
baseline, or the actual F-16 baseline?

See response NS-22. As presented in Section BR3.2.1.1, baseline noise contours were derived from

the updated Burlington IAP Part 150 study (for commercial aircraft) and actual F-16 operations

provided by Burlington AGS in 2010.

NS-41
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NS-54 [M346 What baseline conditions were used for the [Baseline noise conditions were generated by modeling the 2010 F-16 operations provided by
assessment of Potential for Hearing Loss Burlington AGS while baseline civil and commercial aircraft noise conditions are from the updated
(PHL)? How many residential Burlington IAP Part 150 study (see Section BR3.2.1). Table BR3.2-7 and preceding text provides the
areas/residences will be subject to noise number of residences affected by noise levels greater than 80 dB DNL.
levels of >80dB?

NS-55 [M346 The 65 dB DNL contour used in the DEIS was |See responses NS-22, NS-29, and NS-39. In addition, Section BR3.10.1.1 provides an explanation of

unknown to the City of South Burlington and
BIA until only a few days before publication.
The BIA administers an FAA-approved 65 dB
DNL Contour Area under the Part 150 Noise
Compatibility Program (NCP). This area is
significantly smaller than the 65 dB DNL
baseline area depicted in the DEIS. While
the boundary in the DEIS may be technically
correct, it is not the boundary upon which
the FAA home buy-out program is based.
Request that the EIS be modified to include
both 65 dB DNL boundaries, with an
explanation of their separate sources and
functions. Also request that wherever the
EIS uses baseline 65 dB DNL Contour Area in
determination of impacts in Burlington area,
that the same determinations be made using
the BIA's NCP 65 dB DNL boundary.

the NCP.

NS-42
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NS-56

Where low-level airspace over wilderness
areas occurs, analysis of potential noise
impacts should include the use of additional
metrics, beyond just the onset-rate adjusted
Day-Night Average Sound Level. Impact
analysis using Maximum Sound Level and
Sound Exposure Level metrics would be
more appropriate in analyzing the "startle
effect" of F-35A noise on the public and
wildlife.

See response LU-4. The EIS uses several different noise metrics (including SEL and Lmax, see base-
specific Table 3.2-1) to evaluate potential impacts on the public and wildlife.

NS-57

The DEIS states that the Air Force will
"continue to work with the Burlington IAP
and the City of South Burlington to support
purchase and relocation through the Part
150 process and to assess noise abatement
procedures" (pg. 2-45). How will this occur?
Given a recent statement by the Burlington
IAP that they do not intend to add more
houses to the FAA buyout program, what
other measures will the AF take to purchase
and relocate additional houses affected by
greater F-35 noise levels? What action will
the AF take to assess noise abatement
measures?

As stated in the EIS, the Air Force and Air National Guard will continue to work with the community
on these noise concerns. However, neither the Air Force or Air National Guard have no plans to
acquire residences as part of the F-35A beddown. Local governments have the authority to work
with the FAA to regulate land use and approve development permits in the vicinity of the airfields.

NS-58

Comment Number
M347
M346, M362, M368
M868

The 55 dB DNL contour should be provided
since the EPA identifies 55 dB DNL as
requisite to protect public health and
welfare.

The 55 dB DNL contour will not be provided. While the USEPA recommends 55 dB DNL as the noise
level which protects the public health and welfare with an adequate margin of safety (USEPA 1974),
most people are regularly exposed to time-averaged noise levels exceeding 55 dB. The noise level
65 dB DNL has been selected as a threshold level above which the risk of substantial noise impacts
increases.
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NS-59 [M345 Figures BR3.2-2 and BR3.2-3 do not pinpoint [Figures BR3.2-2 and BR3.2-3 only provide a representative sampling of noise sensitive receptors
residential neighborhoods falling under 65+ [including residential neighborhoods in order to give readers an understanding of the noise levels to
dB DNL under either scenario. Map be experienced under each ANG scenario. While not all of the residential neighborhoods are
indicated these areas would be indicated pinpointed with the orange circle, noise levels at places of worship, schools, and hospitals can also
with an orange circle. provide an estimate of the noise levels to be experienced in nearby neighborhoods.
NS-60 [M342, M912 The maps of DNL noise zones are The Geographic Information System data layers were provided to the South Burlington City

inadequate and should be redone to allow
for easier identification of specific locations
within the zones (like a street or a house).
The maps should also identify any zones of
uncertainty in the noise contours.

Manager (Mr. Sanford Miller) on 13 August 2012.
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PA-1 HOO055, HO056, HO057, HOO5S, How would Boise AGS be involved in the There are two different F-35A aircraft proposals occurring at the same time. Boise AGS is not
HWO008, HW009, M036 alternative with Mountain Home AFB? How many |proposed to be used as part of the F-35A Operational Wing basing at Mountain Home AFB. As occurs
times in a year will the F-35 take-off and land at under current conditions, incidental use of the Boise airport could occur by any civil or military
Boise AGS? aircraft. Boise AGS is an alternative for the F-35A Training Basing EIS. Information on the F-35A
Training Basing EIS is available at the www.f-35atrainingeis.com.

PA-2 MO046, M107 Has the F-35A already flown from any of the As of 2012, no F-35A aircraft have flown from any of the proposed basing locations. F-35A test and
proposed training or basing locations? training activities are at Edwards AFB, CA; Eglin AFB, FL; and Nellis AFB, NV.

PA-3 HO095, M164, M241, M346, M937 |Will the scoring matrix used to develop the The basing criteria scores were used to create a priority list of bases, known as the “1 to N list,” which
alternatives be made available? the Air Force used, along with military judgment factors, to identify candidate bases. Please refer to

Chapter 2, Section 2.2.
PA-4 HO088, HO089, HO095, HW083, Why was Burlington AGS selected as a preferred [Chapter 2, Section 2.2.6 of the EIS notes that Burlington AGS and Hill AFB were selected as the
MO063, M128, M145, M162, M164, |alternative? How was Burlington AGS selected as |preferred alternative locations because the Air Force determined that these locations best fulfill its
M196, M239, M346, M360, M369, [the preferred alternative when the Executive mission responsibilities taking into consideration operational, technical, environmental, and other
M855, M859, M919, M922, M932, [Summary and the EIS indicate the region as factors. Section 2.2 of the EIS outlines the Alternative Identification Process and Section 2.2.3 and
M937 adversely impacted? In addition to mission, notes that the mission criterion was weighted more heavily than capacity, environmental, and cost.
capability, cost, environment, and military Section 2.4 of the EIS discusses measures which could be implemented to avoid, minimize, or reduce
judgment, what other (if any) criteria were used |potential environmental impacts for regions adversely impacted.
for the selection process? What weights were
given to each criterion?
PA-5 HO090, HW088, M091, M117, Why select Burlington AGS instead of reopening [The re-opening of a closed base (such as Plattsburgh) was not considered as part of the screening
M135, M215, M297, M859, M864 [Plattsburgh AFB, New York or build a new process and would be a very costly endeavor. Only existing and opened bases were considered.
dedicated facility somewhere else?

PA-6 M107, M346, M855, M859 The EIS does not address what would happen if Every effort was made to calculate, but not over estimate, an accurate number of training flights,
there is an increase in activities once the beddown |testing, repairs, etc. that would occur with the proposed beddown. While it is possible that events
occurs: more F-35 aircraft; an increase in training, [could alter the planned EIS numbers, it is not likely. However, if this were to occur the Air Force
repairs, testing, increased overnight flights; or the |would undertake the applicable level of NEPA documentation and the necessary supplemental
potential for a build out or full deployment. What [analysis would be conducted prior to implementing any changes.
assurances are there that the beddown would stay
within the limits discussed in the Draft EIS?

PA-7 M084, M227 The Air Force doesn't appear to have a clear and |Chapter 2, Section 2.2 of the EIS outlines the Air Force's Alternative Identification Process for
transparent plan for site selection and the selecting alternative locations for basing the F-35A operational wing. Section 1.5 of the EIS describes
operation of the F-35A. The DEIS explores the stages of an EIS and how the Air Force reaches a Record of Decision.
parameters for making beddown decisions, but
there doesn't appear to be a description of how
this will be used as part of decision support.

PA-8 M084 What recourse would be in place to mediate Both now and into the future, recourse would need to be decided among the stakeholders at the

between the Air Force and the community and
what mitigation routes might be available to
resolve any future issues?

basing location, your elected officials, the Air National Guard, and the Air Force. However, if there
are substantive changes in operations as presented in this EIS, the Air Force would undertake the
applicable level of NEPA documentation and the necessary supplemental analysis would be
conducted prior to implementing any changes.

PA-45
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PA-9 M084 What is the current schedule for beddown of the F{At the time of the EIS publication, the Air Force's projected schedule for basing F-35A operational
35A? aircraft would begin in 2015 and end by 2020.

PA-10 [MO084 The original Record of Decision was scheduled for |The National Environmental Policy Act requires the EIS be prepared as soon as possible to provide full
winter 2011, and according to the EIS, the and fair discussion of significant environmental impacts and to provide decision-makers and the
beddown is scheduled for 2015. Why is there such [public with reasonable alternatives. The EIS process is also used to identify actions, which would
a large gap of time between decision and actual avoid or minimize adverse impacts or enhance the quality of the human environment. Early
beddown? completion of the EIS and the Record of Decision allows the Air Force to proceed with early planning

and allows time for required facility or infrastructure construction and modification prior to the
arrival of aircraft.

PA-11 [MO084 The Air Force will make a site selection, and then |Noise evaluations were conducted using operational parameters obtained from simulator flights. The
perform a noise evaluation and proposes to simulator flights identify how the aircraft will be flown and assist pilots in understanding what the
acquire actual F-35 data only after the beddown. [aircraft's capabilities are before they are actually in production. The flight profiles derived from the
Doesn't this seem backward? Shouldn't the Air simulator have undergone continued revisions as more aircraft have been flown in test flights at
Force do a preliminary selection on the basis of Edwards AFB, CA and Eglin AFB, FL and more flight simulator flights undertaken. These updated
simulation models, calibrate the simulation profiles are reflected in the current EIS. In addition, noise modeling included information specific
models with acoustical data, presumably from (where applicable) to the local flying environment. For example, each installation designates a
tests run at Edwards or Eglin AFB and then make a |'pattern altitude' at which the level flight portions of runway approach operations are conducted.
final beddown decision? Noise modeling included operations which mirror flight tracks used by currently based aircraft. See

also response to PA-13.

PA-12 [MO084 On page 2-29, the Draft EIS states: "The Air Force |The decision-maker bases his/her decision on multiple factors ranging from the environmental and
determined that these alternative locations best  [socioeconomic evaluations in this EIS, as well as to national defense policies, government budget
fulfill its mission responsibilities, taking into constraints, and military judgment. Chapter 2, Section 2.2.1 of the EIS describes the Alternative
consideration operational, technical, Identification Process Methodology and includes a list of the factors considered in the selection of
environmental, and other factors." For a decision |alternative locations.
of the magnitude of the F-35A beddown, an
extensive inventory of "other factors" seems
appropriate.

PA-13 [HO092, HO114, M084, M147, How can an EIS be written if data to predict noise, [The EIS appropriately facilitates decision making with respect to F-35A basing and provides for

M173, M370, M867 air quality, and safety conditions is not yet fully comprehensive National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) planning. NEPA requires an EIS be
available? What testing has been done for the F- [prepared to provide full and fair discussion of significant environmental impacts and to provide
35 to determine its environmental performance |decision-makers and the public with reasonable alternatives (40 CFR 1502.2). The F-35A has been
capabilities/impacts to areas such as noise, air flying as part of a test program since December 2006, and emissions, noise, personnel, facility,
quality, and safety? If not, is there any such infrastructure, weapons, and other characteristics of the F-35A and its operations were included and
testing scheduled for the future? analyzed in the EIS.

PA-14 [M121, M126, M127 The Executive Summary is not clear about how The Executive Summary contains information that the Air Force determined would be of most

many planes will take off each day, and whether
they will do so at full speed.

interest to members of the public while the EIS contains the full description of the Proposed Action
and potential environmental impacts. Each base-specific Section 2.1.2 describes the number of
annual airfield operations of F-35A and current aircraft (see Section BR2.1.2 as an example) and from
this information, the average number of flights per day can be calculated. Aircraft speed and
operations in the airspace are provided in each base-specific noise Sections 3.2.1 and 3.2.2.
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PA-15 [MO091 Although it is close to North Atlantic air transit Section 2.2.6 of the EIS notes that Burlington AGS and Hill AFB were selected as the preferred
routes and near training ranges in Maine and alternative locations because the Air Force determined that these locations best fulfill its mission
Canada, Burlington International Airport seems responsibilities taking into consideration operational, technical, environmental, and other factors.
like an odd choice for the F-35, especially since the|Chapter 2, Section 2.2 of the EIS outlines the Alternative Identification Process and Section 2.2.3
runway is small and there are mountains nearby. [notes that mission criterion was weighted more heavily than capacity, environmental, and cost.

PA-16 [MO091, M334, M853, M936 Would the beddown of the F-35A at Burlington The beddown of the F-35A at Burlington AGS would represent a continuation of the 158 FW's current
International Airport change the mission of the mission as described in Section BR1.0. Section 2.2.5 in Chapter 2 of the EIS defines the No-Action
158 FW? If the F-35A does not beddown at Alternative which for this EIS reflects the status quo where no F-35A operational basing would occur
Burlington, would this result in the closing of at any of the bases. At each location, including Burlington AGS, there are ongoing and currently
Burlington AGS? planned activities that have been approved by the Air Force/Air National Guard and supported by

existing NEPA documentation and as such are considered as part of the No-Action Alternative.
Therefore, if there is no F-35A operational beddown at Burlington AGS the current mission would
continue.

PA-17 [M204 Why was Burlington AGS chosen as a proposed When considering alternative locations for the F-35A the Air Force initially eliminated those bases
location when it has one of the shortest runways |which did not have functional runways or runways that did not meet the minimum length
of all the proposed locations? requirements for the F-35A. Burlington AGS, while having a shorter runway than the other

alternative locations in this EIS, does meet the minimum length requirements for the F-35A. Section
2.2 of the EIS outlines the Alternative Identification Process.

PA-18 [M204, M208 As required by NEPA and CEQ, an EIS should Both direct and indirect impacts were analyzed where they would occur. The EIS analysis meets
analyze the direct and indirect impacts of NEPA requirements and CEQ guidance by evaluating multiple alternatives and specifically addressing
alternatives; however, the DEIS only analyzes the [direct and indirect effects where applicable. The EIS analyzes six alternative locations for basing
impacts of six sub alternatives. Please describe operational F-35As and analyzes between two and three scenarios with alternative numbers of
how the DEIS analysis of direct and indirect aircraft at each location. Including no action as the baseline condition at each location, the EIS
impacts meets NEPA and CEQ requirements for addresses 21 different alternatives and explains that one or more alternative location could be
analysis. selected to meet the purpose and need (Section 1.4). Where different alternatives have the potential

for direct and indirect effects, the analysis specifically identifies the direct and indirect effects, such
as in Section HL3.11.1.2.

PA-19 [M208 The DEIS compares the impacts of parts of the The EIS is structured to adhere exactly to the CEQ #7 guidance from CEQ’s 40 FAQs:
same alternative; NEPA and CEQ require http://ceq.hss.doe.gov/nepa/regs/40/40p3.htm. Chapter 2 of the EIS is devoted to describing and
comparison of the impacts between alternatives, [comparing the alternatives. Overall basing requirements are detailed in this Chapter 2 alternatives
not the subparts of the same alternative. Please  [section. Where there are details at specific alternative locations, such as base construction or
describe how the DEIS meets the comparison of  [airspace use, the EIS presents that information within each base-specific Chapter 2 to reduce
impacts as required by NEPA and CEQ. duplication. The comparison of alternatives is presented in a concise descriptive summary in Table 2-

12.
PA-20 [HO150, HW124 EIS should include more information on the types [Section BR2.2.1 of the EIS describes the activities to be conducted in the Condor MOA. Figure BR2.2-

of sorties and at what altitudes the F-35As would
fly in Condor. Percentages in the EIS don't give a
clear picture and doesn't describe the types of
maneuvers and events that would take place.

3 and Table BR2.2-1 of the EIS shows that the F-35A would use the Condor MOA as it currently exists
with no sortie-operations conducted below 7,000 feet MSL. Table 2-6 of the EIS describes the types
of training activities for the F-35A would conduct and the types of training airspace required for these
activities.

PA-47




Proposed Action-PA

Response Comment Number Comment Description Response
Number
PA-21 |HO150,HO153, HO154, HO157, Concern for F-35A activities at low altitudes in the [See response to comment PA-20. Also, Table BR2.2-3 of the EIS describes that most of the F-35A
HO160, HO162, HW124, HW125, [Condor MOA and all related issues such as safety, |airspace operations would be conducted in the Viper Complex with 1,971 F-35A airspace operations
HW128, HW129 airspace communications, and airspace under ANG Scenario 2 as compared to only 246 F-35A airspace operations in the Condor Scotty
management. Complex under the same scenario.

PA-22 [HO160, HW129 FAA would risk their credibility as a professional  |With the addition of a public hearing in Maine, the EIS public comment period was extended from
Federal Review Agency if they were to approve the minimum 45-day public review period to 64 days to allow more time for public review. The FAA
this project given the EIS study of F-35 relocation |is a cooperating agency on this EIS; however, since there are no airspace modifications proposed in
proposal has not given adequate public review of [this EIS the FAA is a cooperating agency because of its responsibility for the joint use runways and
this proposal. facilities at Burlington IAP and Jacksonville IAP as described in Section 1.6 of the EIS.

PA-23 [M346 Please identify the specific factors and their scores [See responses to comments PA-3, PA-4, and PA-12.
or weights, including the methodologies used in
measuring them and the science upon which they
are based, for all environmental impacts included
in the DEIS for each proposed basing location and
show how these measurements or weights
counterbalance the dramatic and negative human
impact that would result from basing the F-35A at
Burlington AGS.

PA-24 [M346 Page BR4-12 states "Analysis of baseline See response NS-53. The EIS provides a valid representation of existing, or baseline, conditions at
conditions provides a benchmark that enables each alternative location which is used to evaluate the extent of the environmental impacts resulting
decision-makers to evaluate the environmental from the addition of the F-35A activities.
consequences of the proposed beddown
alternatives at each base." Was inaccurate or
incomplete data given to decision-makers? The
numerical and percentage changes from baseline
to F-35 were incorrect.

PA-25 [M346 Page 2-45 states "Other unavoidable adverse Unavoidable adverse impacts are identified in the EIS in Chapter 2, Section 2.6.2. The decision-

impacts may be identified during public and
agency review of the DEIS which cannot be
mitigated to an acceptable level. If such
unavoidable adverse impacts are identified, they
would be detailed for decision-makers in the Final
EIS and ROD." What affect does detailing adverse
impacts to decision-makers have on the decision
to base the F-35A? Would the local area be
informed of these unavoidable adverse impacts?
What factors would be considered "non-
acceptable"?

makers weigh these impacts as well as other factors (for example cost to implement and available
number of aircraft for basing options, governmental budget constraints, and political considerations)
in their basing decision. All factors are acceptable but it is up to the decision-maker as to what is the
level of risk to the mission that they are willing to accept in order to base an aircraft at a particular
location.
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PA-26 |M346 Is it likely that when data from the F-35A is As explained in the responses to AQ-7, NS-38, NS-43, PA-13, PI-4, PI-9, and SA-1, the Air Force used
available, the environmental impacts will change? [the most up-to-date data for the F-35A. There is no basis for estimating that the consequences
What is the probability that the impacts will be described in this EIS will be more or less than what has been presented in the EIS for each location
more severe? alternative, for each scenario, and for each environmental resource.
PA-27 [M339 How often will afterburners be used by the F-35A |[It is anticipated that the F-35A would use afterburners about 5 percent of the time on takeoffs. The
during takeoffs? I've heard it stated that they will |90 percent refers to F-16s. All base-specific sections at Table 3.2-1 were updated to include a
use afterburners on up to 90% of takeoffs. footnote about this fact.
PA-28 [M855 Draft EIS shows that Burlington AGS is not the As described in EIS Section 2.2.6, CEQ regulations require the identification of an environmentally

preferred basing for the F-35 because the No
Action alternative is the environmentally
preferable alternative.

preferred alternative and the agency’s preferred alternative. This identification must be done at least
by the time the Record of Decision is signed. There is no requirement that an agency select the
environmentally preferred alternative, simply that the agency identify it.

PA-49




Public Involvement-PI

Response L.
Comment Number Comment Description Response
Number
PI-1 HO114, HO155, M084, General issue with format or readability of Draft |The EIS is written to be technically accurate and easily understandable to the extent
M126, M127, M241 EIS or as issue with length or lack of clarity in possible. The Executive Summary was designed to provide those statistics and summary
document organization. Citations between information in which members of the public would be most interested. Citations indicated
Executive Summary and EIS appear to be broken. |in Table ES-2 of the Executive Summary are referring to the appropriate sections of the
Draft EIS. For example, information cited in Table ES-2 as being contained in the EIS in
Section 3.2.1.2 for all bases is referring to Sections BR3.2.1.2, HL3.2.1.2, JX3.2.1.2,
Mc3.2.1.2, MH3.2.1.2, and SH3.2.1.2.
PI-2 HW125, HW129, M084, Please acknowledge attached materials and In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act, the Air Force is considering the
M131, M183, M202, M213, |consider for inclusion in analysis for the Final EIS [environmental impacts of basing of F-35A operational aircraft, which includes full
M231, M239, M241, M314, |and/or apply to the current comment period. consideration of all comments (and attached material) provided during the public comment
M339, M345, M378, M851, period of the Draft EIS. While some of the attached materials to comments were not
M855 included in the publication of the Revised Draft EIS (due to length) they are available upon
request and will be provided to the decision-maker for consideration and as part of the EIS
project record.
PI-3 MO069, M140, M202, M204, |A decision has already been made by the Air The Air Force has not made a final decision. EIS public scoping, release of the Draft EIS for
M211, M226, M241, M285, [Force and the public involvement process review, and public hearings demonstrate that the Air Force is receiving comments and the
M319, M326, M358, M859, | (hearings, comments, etc.) is just a formality. effort to respond to those comments demonstrates that the Air Force is considering all
M934 public and agency inputs. That input all becomes part of the public record for decision-
makers to consider along with other factors, prior to making any decision regarding basing
of F-35A operational aircraft.
PI-4 HO114, HW083, M064, The Air Force should bring several F-35A aircraft |There is not a sufficient number of F-35A aircraft available or enough trained pilots to
M202, M241, M286, M294, |and fly some sorties so that residents can judge |provide a demonstration of the F-35A aircraft. F-35A noise level measurements used in this
M343, M358, M362, M853, |the noise for themselves. EIS are the most accurate data available for the aircraft. Flight profiles expected to be used
M855, M936 by the F-35A were derived by repeated flight simulator tests, and were applied to local
flying conditions at the beddown installation. Individual overflight noise levels are
compared in the Base and Airspace Noise Environmental consequences sections for each
base. Field checks have been conducted which indicated good agreement between levels
predicted by NOISEMAP and actual noise levels.
PI-5 HW104 The procedure for handling complaints needs to |Noise complaints are handled by the public affairs office at the specific Air Force Bases and
be spelled out in the EIS. Air National Guard Stations.
PI-6 M107, M126, M127, M146 |Request for additional scoping or public An additional hearing was held in Maine at the request of their congressional delegations.

meeting(s).

No other requests were received. The Air Force held hearings in 20 communities
anticipated to be affected by the basing action. The EIS was available for review on a
website and at numerous local public libraries in order to ensure an informed public. In
addition, advertisements in local papers were run to invite public participation.
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PI-7 HO160, HW129, M107, Request for an extension to the public comment [The Air Force follows the guidelines for timing of agency action and allows no less than 45-
M241, M868 period. days for comments on draft environmental impact statements, as prescribed in 40 CFR
§1506.10(c). An extension (for a total of 64 days) to the public comment period was
provided in order for the Air Force to hold an additional public hearing in Maine.

PI-8 HO087, HO096, HO154, General issue with format of a public meeting The public hearings were conducted consistent with Air Force NEPA regulations as

HO155, HW125, HW126, (time limits, format, moderation, neutrality). promulgated in Code of Federal Regulations 989, Appendix C, A3.7. The moderator

MO036, M063, M096, M107, typically allows elected officials the opportunity to provide initial comments. The

M114, M126, M127, moderator does not know in advance what public comments will be made and each

M146, M169, M173, M177, individual is given equal time to express his or her position on the project and the Draft EIS.

M210, M211, M273, M326, The moderator does not stop the public from expressing opinions. Any and all comments

M339, M884, M900, M937 submitted in writing during the 64-day review period or verbally presented at the public
hearings are equally included in the Revised Draft EIS.

PI-9 HO095, HO113 The EIS analysis is flawed and should be thrown [The EIS appropriately facilitates decision making with respect to F-35A basing and provides
out. The EIS only accounts for 15 percent of each|for comprehensive National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) planning. This document
location's score in the scoring matrix used to supports a known requirement that is ripe for decision. Section 2.2 of the EIS outlines the
develop the alternatives. The EIS is produced on |Alternative Identification Process and Section 2.2.3 notes that mission criterion was
inconclusive data. weighted more heavily than capacity, environmental, and cost. The F-35A has been flying

as part of a test program since December 2006, and emission, noise, personnel, facility,
infrastructure, weapons, and other characteristics of the aircraft and its operations are
available and have been included in the EIS.

PI-10 |[M126, M127 Did not receive a copy of the Draft EIS after The Air Force apologizes for this oversight and made every effort to send the EIS to those
multiple requests/Had difficulty obtaining a copy [who had requested it. The document was sent to over 400 individuals, made available for
of the Draft EIS. review and downloading on a public website, and sent to 35 public libraries in the

communities potentially affected by the Proposed Action and alternatives. Both the phone
number and address of the Air Force NEPA Project Manager were included in the
advertisements that ran in close to 20 newspapers and Federal Registe r notifications and if
the commenter did not have the ability to obtain a copy we apologize.

PI-11 |HOO083, HO084, M370 Would like to meet with the Air Force to address |The Air National Guard and the Air Force are working with local and state officials to

specific questions and issues for the residents of
the City of Winooski.

address specific questions and issues associated with the proposed basing of F-35A at
Burlington International Airport.
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PI-12 |HO150, HO160, HW124, These comments include issues that are outside |Please see Chapter 1 of the EIS for a description of the F-35A program and the purpose and

HW129, M084, M209, of the purpose and context of this EIS. need of the initial F-35A operational basing. These comments indicate issues that are
M226, M232, M250, M251, outside of the purpose and context of this EIS.
M277, M315, M316, M339,
M341, M351, M360, M374,
M855

PI-13  |[M091 Were comments requested from any Yes, scoping and hearing meetings were held in Watertown, New York and copies of the EIS
communities across Lake Champlain in New York |made available for review at multiple locations.
State? It seems like they would be affected by
the noise caused by F-35A sorties.

PI-14 |M199 USDA, Forest Service, White Mountain National [The shape files are available from the National Geospatial Intelligence Agency (NGA)
Forest requests GIS shapefiles with appropriate  |(www1.nga.mil).
metadata for Yankee Laser and Condor Scotty
airspaces (both the Military Operations Areas
and Air Traffic Control Assigned Airspaces).

PI-15 [HO160, M204 The DEIS fails the test for NEPA/disregards NEPA |The EIS appropriately facilitates decision making with respect to F-35A basing and provides
based upon the idea that first and foremost the |for comprehensive National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) planning. The EIS evaluates
health and welfare of citizens potentially affected|impacts to citizens, wildlife, and other environmental resources as a result of noise, air
need to be addressed. emissions, flight activities in military airspace and on military ranges. These potential

impacts are identified in the EIS to provide the decision maker with information on the
consequences of the basing decision.

PI-16 |M232 What other impact studies have been done Several other environmental impact studies have been done on the F-35. An EIS for the
about the F-35? Initial Joint Training Site for the F-35 at Eglin AFB was completed in 2009 and a

Supplemental EIS is currently underway. The F-35A Weapons School and Follow-on
Development Evaluation Beddown at Nellis AFB, EIS was completed in 2011. The F-35A
Training Basing EIS is almost near completion and can be found at www.f-
35atrainingeis.com. In addition, the U.S. Marine Corps completed two EISs for basing the F-
35B on the East and West Coasts of the U.S.; four bases were evaluated for potential
basing. The Navy is currently underway evaluating the basing of F-35C aircraft at bases on
the West Coast.

PI-17 |[M241 Can information from the DEIS be reprinted? Is |The Draft EIS is a public document and information can be reprinted and quoted if

the document considered public and thus can be
quoted from?

appropriately cited as any other public document.
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PI-18 |M241, M370 What happens (and when does it happen) The Revised Draft EIS identifies where changes have been made in the document at
between the DEIS and FEIS? What is the Air Force|Chapter 2, Section 2.4. In addition, the Air Force documented all comments received on
permitted to retract, change, adapt? Will the Draft EIS and provided responses to comments in the Revised Draft EIS. Responses
mitigations be identified and will there be include supplementing, improving, or modifying the analyses and factual corrections.
another opportunity for public review? Measures to avoid and minimize adverse impacts are outlined in Chapter 2, Section 2.6.
The public will have another 30 days to review the Revised Draft EIS (per 32 Code of Federal
Regulations 989.19(3)(e)) and be provided the opportunity to comment once again. After
publication of the Final EIS, a 30-day waiting period is initiated and the public has another
30 more days to review the document. After 30 days, a Record of Decision will be prepared
identifying the preferred action, significant impacts, mitigations designed to address
significant impacts, and unavoidable adverse impacts associated with the decision. A
subsequent mitigation plan will commit to mitigations, which will be applied to reduce or
avoid significant impacts where practicable.
PI-19 |[M241 Do emails sent by the public to the project Public and agency comments on the Draft EIS are considered in the EIS, including
manager go on the record? The City of comments received via email. These comments all become part of the public record for
Winooski's website indicated that such emails did|decision-makers to consider along with other factors, prior to making any decision
not go into the record. regarding basing of F-35A training aircraft.
PI-20 |HO151 There are some misspelled town names in the These corrections were made in this version of the EIS.
EIS. Kingsfield should be written as Kingfield and
Rumsford should be written as Rumford.
PI-21 |[HW124 Who wrote the F-35A Basing EIS? The EIS provides a list of preparers of the document in Chapter 6.0 which contains their
qualifications and years of experience (40 CFR 1502.17).
PI-22 |HW124 Where does the EIS explain why two military The Air Force was sued by the City of Valparaiso as related to the BRAC-related F-35
towns took the Air Force to court because of F-35|beddown at Eglin AFB, Florida. An EIS and Record of Decision were signed providing for the
noise issues? training of 59 F-35A, F-35B, and F 35C from Eglin AFB. A Supplemental EIS is in preparation
to address alternative runway and airspace usage.
PI-23  |[M346 Where else in the country has the Air Force bases|Comparing the environmental impacts and subsequent results of this basing action with

high-decibel producing aircraft in which the 65
dB DNL contour area resulting from basing added
over 2,800 individuals (including school-aged
children, low-income and minority groups) to the
population under the contour? Did schools under
the contour area remain open and/or did staff
leave the schools? Were there population
changes in affected communities? Please
provide detailed case studies of these locations.

previous base expansions in unrelated communities is out of the scope of this EIS. The EIS
analysis (updated to include 2010 Census block group data for total population), as well as
minority and low-income populations, and conclusions were derived by comparing changes
in baseline conditions to those that would occur under each of the basing scenarios (3 for
ACC bases and 2 for ANG bases) in each of the six basing alternative locations.
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PI-24 |M346 Once F-35s are based and actual acoustical data |The Air Force prepares the AICUZ study for a military base after there has been a beddown
are acquired to validate the proposed impacts in |of aircraft and the aircraft have been flying from the base. The AICUZ then documents any
an appropriate noise study under AICUZ (as per |changes in flight operations which have been instituted to reduce off-base noise effects.
page 2-43 and 2-44), what, if any, recourse does |The AICUZ study is made available to the public and local planning agencies as
a local community have to challenge the recommendations only. It is the responsibility of the local planning and zoning agencies to
continued basing of the F-35A, or request decide whether or not to adopt these recommendations. The Congress has given the FAA
mitigation measures, including financial authority to spend taxpayer money for mitigating noise at private residences and noise-
assistance, to accommodate the different sensitive receptors in relation to airport construction or expansion, it has not given the
impacts on neighborhoods affected by changes? |military Services any similar general authority.

PI-25 |M346 When more accurate data is available, will Another Draft EIS will not be issued for this action. As explained in the responses to AQ-7,
another DEIS be issued containing the correct NS-38, NS-43, PA-13, PI-4, PI-9, and SA-1, the Air Force has used the most recent data for
data? Will the public be given an opportunity to |this environmental analysis. There is no basis for estimating that the consequences
comment on the corrected data? described in this EIS will be more or less than what has been presented in the EIS for each

location alternative, for each scenario, and for each environmental resource. As explained
in PI-24, the Air Force prepares the AICUZ study for a military base after there has been a
beddown of aircraft and the aircraft have been flying from the base. The AICUZ then
documents any changes in flight operations which have been instituted to reduce off-base
noise effects. For joint use airfields (such as Burlington and Jacksonville International
Airports), the Air National Guard works with the local airport authority in developing the
Part 150 noise contours.

PI-26  |M339 The EIS should not have been written by the Thirty-two CFR 651.6 states that NEPA analyses is to be prepared by the proponent using

people who want the F-35A placed in this area. |appropriate resources and manpower. For this proposal, the U.S. Air Force Air Combat
Command is the proponent. Chapter 6 of the EIS lists the preparers of the EIS who are
resource and technical experts in their various fields as noted by their education and years
of experience.

PI-27 |M895 How much does environmental impact factor Environmental impacts are one of the many factors weighed by the decision-maker. Other

into the ultimate decision to base the aircraft in
Burlington, VT?

factors include, but are not limited to aircraft production, government budget constraints,
national defense policy, and political considerations.
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PI-28 |M895 Does the average citizen's opinion have any All substantive comments are treated equally with no extra weighting given to those more

effect on the final basing decision? Is any
additional weight given to the views of
individuals who would be most closely affected
by the decision, such as those whose homes fall
with the 65 dB DNL or higher noise area?

substantive comments

closely affected by the proposal. Public comments are solicited in accordance with 40 CFR
Part 1503 in which federal, state, and local agencies, as well members of the public are
invited to comment on the Draft EIS. Per 40 CFR Part 1503.4, the Air Force assessed and
considered all substantive comments, include them as part of the Revised Draft EIS, and
provided responses to relevant comments. Thirty-two CFR §989.20(a) states, “Comments
received must be considered in determining final decisions...” As stated in the EIS, Section
1.6, “The Final EIS documents the (oral and written) comments received on the Draft EIS
and includes a response to all relevant comments.” Both the Revised Draft and Final EISs
will contain all comments received during the public review process and responses to
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PN-1 HO163 Request to see the mission requirements, |Chapter 1 of the EIS describes the background of F-35A development

mission statement for the F-35A, and the
training requirements.

and the mission/capabilities of the F-35A that allow it to complete an
air-to-ground mission while operating under different requirements
than the aircraft it is replacing. For example, Section 1.2.2 of the EIS
notes that the new sensors and computer systems as well as the use
of guided munitions allows the F-35A to drop munitions at
substantially higher altitudes than the F-16. Section 2.1.2 of the EIS
describes the training requirements of the F-35A.
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SA-1 HO105, HW120, Concern about aircraft crashing. Concern about Base-specific Sections 3.4 contain historical data on Air Force fighter aircraft crashes

M126, M127, M140,
M146, M162, M169,
M179, M200, M202,
M233, M274, M315,
M330, M349, M354,
M360, M853, M855,
M864, M867, M880,
M882

use of aircraft near densely populated residential
areas, especially in light of recent aircraft safety
issues, including the F-22.

that are currently in service including the F-16 and F-22 (newest fighter aircraft in the
inventory). While specific data on the F-35A are not yet available, review and analysis
of historical averages and trends for existing military jet aircraft can be used to
determine the probability of a Class A accident involving the F-35A. Probability analysis
is allowed with Section 1502 of the CEQ regulations governing NEPA analysis.

SA-2

M128, M145, M309,
M853

Would the F-35s be carrying live ordnance? Is there
a plan in place if anything goes wrong/mishap?
Would F-35s discharge or unload in a body of water
like Lake Champlain in such an event?

A minimal amount of training events would be done with either inert or live ordnance.
Ordnance deployment would only be done on ranges and within airspace already
approved and authorized for such activity (for example at Fort Drum Range, Avon Park
Air Force Range, Mountain Home Range Complex, and Utah Test and Training Range).
Every military range has operational parameters and contingency plans in the event of
a malfunction or mishap. None of the contingency plans include discharging or
unloading ordnance into Lake Champlain. Chapter 2, Section 2.1.2 discusses ordnance
use by the F-35A; however, much of the weapons training done by the F-35A (and
currently by F-16 and F-15 aircraft) would be simulated, where neither inert nor live
munitions are physically released from the aircraft but scored electronically while
operating within the airspace and scoring on simulated targets on the ranges.

SA-3

M179

Does the EIS consider the safety of drivers traveling
on roads surrounding or near the
airport/installation where the F-35s will operate?

F-35A operations at and around a base or airport would not change significantly than
what is found under baseline conditions. Drivers at and around airports and air bases
are currently aware of aircraft operations and this fact would not change. As stated in
each base-specific Section 3.2, overflights with sound levels exceeding 50 dB L., have
an increased likelihood of interrupting speech. However, this interruption would be of
short duration. Warning horns, sirens and other safety warning devices emit
higher/different frequency sounds that are distinguishable from background jet noise.

SA-4

M185, M233, M346,
M922, M930, M935,
M937

Concern over the potential for fuel dumping. How
would fuel be jettisoned? Will the fuel be in self-
contained pods? Will fuel be in liquid form? What
would be the maximum amount of fuel that could
be dumped over land or over a water body such as
Lake Champlain?

Base-specific Section BR3.4.1.2 was updated with further information about the
emergency dumping of fuel and fuel jettison procedures. Fuel is ejected in liquid form.
Additional information was included in these sections referencing USEPA's
determination of "no serious effect" from emergency fuel dumping. In 2001 the USEPA
National Vehicle and Fuel Emissions Laboratory concluded: "Since fuel dumping is a rare
event, and the fuel would likely be dispersed over a very large area, we believe its
impact to the environment would not be serious" (USEPA 2001).
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Safety-SA

Response L.
Comment Number Comment Description Response
Number
SA-5 M198 Concern regarding use of flares in airspace and Section BR3.4 describes the use of flares and the potential for the flares to cause
potential for wildfire caused by flares. What wildfires. Flares are currently deployed at Fort Drum and measures are in place to
measures are in place to prevent fires and to minimize the possibility of wildfires. These measures include altitude restrictions or
address them if a flare-caused wildfire does occur? |curtailing flare use when fire danger is high.
SA-6 M204, M368, M865, |The DEIS does not provide clear information/lacks |The CZs, APZs, and RPZs are based on set guidelines depending on factors such as

M936

credibility on CZ, APZ, and AICUZ. Will these areas
change after the F-35A beddown?

runway length and typical aircraft types. The areas covered by the CZs, APZs, and RPZs
are not expected to change as a result of basing operational F-35As. Detailed
information on the Clear Zones, Accident Potential Zones, and Runway Protection
Zones are provided in Section 3.5 of Chapter 3 as well as each base-specific Section 3.4
of the EIS. The Air Installation Compatible Use Zones (AICUZ) is discussed in Section 3.5
and Section 3.11 of Chapter 3 in the EIS.

SA-7 HW129, M211 F-35A EIS does not address safety concerns raised |This EIS addresses the proposal to base F-35A aircraft at Burlington International
by citizens of Maine during public hearings for Airport and conduct training in various airspace across Maine, New Hampshire, New
proposal to lower altitude airspace for F-15s and F- |York, and Vermont. This action is in no way connected to the Massachusetts Air
16s by the Western Massachusetts Guard. National Guard proposal associated with the Condor MOA in Maine. Analyses in the EIS

used the current floor of the Condor MOA (7,000 feet MSL) as the basis for operations.
The F-35A does not require any airspace modifications to the Condor MOA in order to
conduct its training. See response to comment PA-21.

SA-8 M346 The DEIS states that the City of Burlington has The RPZ at Burlington International Airport (IAP) would not change as a result of the F-
utilized the FAA's airport land use compatibility 35. Those homes that have been identified by Burlington IAP Master Plan as being
guidelines so that some areas in Runway Protection |inside the RPZ would continue to be affected. This plan can be accessed at:

Zones (RPZs) have allowed development to be http://www.burlingtonintlairport.com/about_us/airdevelopment.html.
compatible with airport operations. Does this
mean that there a populated facilities within the
RPZ? Are there any homes within the RPZ? If so,
what is the safety risk to anyone living and/or
working within an RPZ?
SA-9 M346, M360 The DEIS uses the F-22A as a point of comparison  [Each base-specific Section 3.4 provides information on the number of Class A mishaps

for safety information for the F-35A. To date, what
are the number of Class A, Class B, Class C, and
Class D mishaps for the F-22A? How does the fact
that pilots are currently refusing to fly the F-22A
because of safety concerns about the aircraft
impact the safety projections for the F-35A.?

for the fifth generation F-22 aircraft as well as for multiple other fighter aircraft (for
example see Table BR3.4-1). The pilot issues referred to here are unrelated to the F-
35A.
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Safety-SA

Response L.
Comment Number Comment Description Response
Number
SA-10 |M868 EIS does not define or identify the "similar aircraft" |Each base-specific Section 3.4.1.2 in the EIS identifies the F-16 as a similar aircraft with
used to evaluate safety. mission similar to that of the F-35A and provides the Class A mishap rate for the F-16
over a lifetime. For example, see Section BR3.4.1.2.
SA-11 |M339, M935 The F-35A is a new military aircraft and should see |[Review and analysis of historical averages and trends for military aircraft were used to

its first 10 years of use only at military airbases for
safety reasons.

estimate the probability of a Class A accident involving the F-35A. Probability analysis
using this approach is allowed with Section 1502 of the CEQ regulations governing
NEPA analysis. Prior to commencing flight operations outside of a test facility, the F-
35A would have undergone the Air Force's air worthiness certification process which
includes extensive testing of the electrical and mechanical components.
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Socioeconomics-SO

Response L.
Comment Number Comment Description Response
Number
SO-1 HO084, HO110, HO135, HO148, The noise associated with the The EIS describes noise effects on property value in Appendix C,

HWO082, HW083, HW093, HW112,

HW120, HW127, M002, M040, M083,

MO093, M098, M107, M110, M112,
M114, M117, M121, M126, M127,
M134, M135, M140, M163, M164,
M169, M187, M194, M196, M197,
M202, M212, M214, M215, M216,
M218, M221, M222, M223, M224,
M231, M237, M239, M245, M247,
M248, M249, M254, M274, M275,
M277, M280, M285, M287, M291,
M293, M294, M301, M303, M307,
M315, M317, M319, M321, M322,
M324, M328, M330, M333, M334,
M335, M340, M341, M346, M349,
M355, M356, M358, M359, M360,
M362, M363, M366, M367, M368,
M369, M370, M371, M378, M851,
M855, M864, M867, M869, M880,
M881, M884, M888, M891, M892,
M902, M903, M920, M934, M936,

operational basing of F-35As will
decrease local property values and
property tax revenues.

Section C2.7. Additional information has been added to the
Appendix, and text has been included in Base Sections 3.11.1.2.

SO-2

MO040

EIS ignores noise impacts on
productivity.

Appendix C, Section C1.3.2, identifies land use compatibility for
different land uses and different DNL noise levels. For example,
professional services are identified as generally compatible above
75 dB DNL when measures to achieve indoor noise level of
approximately 50 dB DNL are applied. Productivity would be
consistent with compatible business land uses.
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Socioeconomics-SO

Response
Number

Comment Number

Comment Description

Response

SO-3

HO095, M293, M328, M334, M341,
M937

Socioeconomic analysis does not
allow for negative impacts and is
insufficient.

The EIS recognizes the potential for negative effects to
employment, earnings, and other socioeconomic activities.
Section 3.11.2 explains that the EIS socioeconomic analysis uses
the nationally recognized IMPLAN model. The IMPLAN model is a
regionalized input/output economic model that quantifies both
increases and decreases in regional economic activity attributable
to economic changes. For example, see the negative values in
Section HL3.11.1.2. EIS Appendix C, Section C2.7, describes the
potential for negative effects on property values from increased
noise. Additional information has been added to include the 2004
Nelson meta-analysis of airport noise and hedonic property values.
This overview combines the results of 33 studies at 23 different
airports throughout multiple locations in the U.S. and Canada.
The Air Force analysis is a valid use of the IMPLAN model and
recognizes both positive and negative effects.

SO-4

HO161, HWO093, HW107, HW127,
HW129, M081, M110, M114, M126,
M127, M194, M197, M202, M209,
M219, M221, M222, M224, M231,
M248, M249, M277, M285, M291,
M293, M303, M307, M328, M349,
M358, M360, M366, M368, M853,
M856, M859, M884

Noise from F-35 will cause people
and businesses to move from the
area. Noise will also deter outside
businesses from investing in the
area.

Individuals and businesses would make independent decisions
based upon a variety of variables, one of which is assumed to be
noise conditions as reflected in the individual’s level of annoyance
(see Appendix C, Section C2.2) with noise. Appendix C, Section
C1.3.1, describes the percentage of people annoyed by different
noise levels. An estimated 5 to 8 percent of the population is
highly annoyed at 55 dB DNL, 10 to 15 percent at 65 dB DNL, 20 to
25 percent at 70 dB DNL, and approximately 35 percent at 75 dB
DNL. Itis important to note that 65 percent of the population is
not highly annoyed by noise levels as high as 75 dB DNL. The
results of a change in noise has a potential to change residential
and business behavior, but whether that change would be a net
increase or decrease at any specific location would be speculative.
Some individuals would seek to avoid noise, and other would be
willing to accept noise, both for residences and for businesses.
Individual residence and business decisions are made based upon
multiple variables where aircraft noise or lack of aircraft noise can
be one of the variables.
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Socioeconomics-SO

Response L.
Comment Number Comment Description Response
Number
SO-5 [HW113, M185, M298, M360, M880, How many jobs will come with the |Base Sections 3.11.1.2 present employment and earnings

M890

F-35s? Do not agree with the
assertion that new employment
will come from the F-35 basing.
Would these new jobs be for
Vermonters or for Air Force
personnel brought in from
elsewhere?

information associated with the F-35A basing scenarios. In some
locations and with some alternative scenarios there can either be
increases or decreases from existing base employment. For
instance, Section BR3.11.1.2 of the EIS notes that under ANG
Scenario 1 there would be no net change in the number of military
personnel and that the increase in construction spending would
result in additional demand for construction and secondary jobs.
The EIS indicates that these jobs would be filled from the local
labor force. Under ANG Scenario 2 there would be an increase of
266 military personnel primarily comprised of part-time traditional
guardsmen who typically hold full-time positions in the local area.
Any increases in secondary employment as a result of the increase
in personnel would be minor and would be met by the local labor
force.

SO-6

HW123, M111

Mitigation measure of continuing
relocation of families under Part
150 program would exacerbate
impacts to Burlington School
District by decreasing tax base and
decreasing enrollment. EIS should
consider these adverse impacts
from noise abatement programs.

The EIS identifies environmental consequences for review and
evaluation by the public and decision-makers. As noted in
response SO-4, individuals currently do, and would be expected to
continue to, make residential decisions based on a variety of
factors, one of which is assumed to be noise associated with an
airport. The EIS process is informational and does not include any
program to condemn any structures or move persons. See also
responses to LU-1 and LU-3. The buyout and redevelopment
currently being completed around Burlington IAP is part of the
Noise Compatibility Program established by the City of Burlington
in conjunction with the FAA. The Congress has delegated
authority to the FAA to undertake these buyout programs; the
military has not been given that authority.
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Socioeconomics-SO

Response L.
Comment Number Comment Description Response
Number
SO-7 MO086, M187, M209 Noise from the F-35A will result in |The EIS Appendix C, Section C1.3.2, Tables C-4 and C-5, note that
lost revenues to local businesses. |different business activities are compatible with different noise
levels. Business activities compatible with noise levels would not
be expected to have changes in revenue. A diverse variety of
conditions affects business location and associated customer
decision. Some businesses may be discouraged from locating
within a higher noise area, while other businesses may find higher
noise areas compatible with a location decision.
SO-8 [HO089 How does the number of jobs from|As noted in response SO-4 and SO-7, individuals and businesses
the F-35A compare to the number |currently do, and would be expected to continue to, make
of professionals and businesses decisions based on a variety of factors, one of which is assumed to
that would leave South Burlington [be noise associated with an airport. The results of a change in
due to airport encroachment and [noise has a potential to change residential and business behavior,
due to the federal home but whether that change would be a net increase or decrease at
purchasing program eliminating  |any specific location would be speculative.
neighborhoods near the airport?
SO-9 (M110, M121, M197, M254, M294, Does the government/Air Force While Congress has given the FAA authority to spend taxpayer
M346, M349, M368, M370, M371, have any plan to reimburse money for mitigating noise at private residences and noise-
M852, M864, M867, M880, M888, taxpayers for tax base reduction, [sensitive receptors in relation to airport construction or
M897, M929, M937 lost property values, the relocation|expansion, it has not given the military Services any similar general
of residents, or the closing of authority.
schools?
SO-10 |(M107, M372 The EIS should have a section for [The EIS evaluates potential economic impacts of the F-35A

both primary and secondary
impacts; specifically, what would
the impact be if the F-35A were to
beddown and what would the
impacts be if it did not?

beddown under each of the scenarios in base-specific Section
3.11. If the beddown were not to occur, then the economic
impacts would occur under the No-Action Alternative. The No-
Action Alternative is defined in Section 2.2.5 as the status quo
where no F-35A operational aircraft would be beddown and on-
going or currently planned activities supported by existing NEPA
documentation would continue. Section 4.0 notes that the
Affected Environment subsections in each base-specific Section
3.11 provide a description of the conditions under the No-Action
alternative, also referred to as baseline.
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Socioeconomics-SO

Response L.
Comment Number Comment Description Response
Number

SO-11 (M107 Why didn't the Draft EIS gather The EIS references indicate that multiple scientific papers, peer
input from academic and private- |reviewed articles, government publications, and other literature
sector economists who have were used in the development of this EIS. The Air Force solicited
studied the local and regional public comment and considered any input submitted from
economy? economists.

SO-12 (M107 The EIS should have considered The EIS has been conducted in conformance with CEQ guidance
more qualitative impacts of the F- |and NEPA regulations.
35A basing and not so much
quantitative data based on
theoretical, not actual
measurements. For example, the
EIS could address the benefits in
home ownership, community like,
and tourism in the absence of
noise interruptions.

SO-13 |[M164 The EIS discussion on the impacts |The EIS describes noise effects on property value in Appendix C,
of noise on home/property values |Section C2.7. Additional information including more recent
is too short and cites documents |references has been added to the Appendix, and text has been
that are over 25 years old. One included in base-specific Sections 3.11.1.2.
study states that home values will
fall, and the other is inconclusive.

SO-14 (HO148,H0152, HO156, HO157, HO159, |The F-35A beddown will negatively |Individuals may or may not experience increased noise or

HO160, HW127, HW129, M173, M189,

M209, M210, M242, M243, M244,
M245, M255, M256, M298, M338,
M346, M360, M368

impact tourism and tourism
revenues. Why was the effect on
tourism not considered in the EIS?

overflight depending on the timing of their recreation. If exposed
to overflight noise, persons could select alternative locations for
activities more suited to quiet environments. Average noise levels
and overflights would change and be noticeable for recreation
areas and could interfere with the quality of recreational
experience for some persons. However, the areas under the
training airspace are currently exposed to similar activities and are
able to operate tourism-based businesses in combination with
aircraft overflights.
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Socioeconomics-SO

Response L.
Comment Number Comment Description Response
Number
SO-15 ([Mm189 Did the EIS perform a cost/benefit [Forty CFR Sec. 1502.23 explains that, if a cost-benefit analysis is
analysis to taxpayers for the being considered relevant to the choice among environmentally
proposed F-35 beddown? different alternatives, the cost-benefit analysis shall be
incorporated by reference or appended to the EIS as an aid in
evaluating the environmental consequences. Since a cost-benefit
analysis was not required or prepared to attempt to evaluate
environmental alternatives, the regulations state that the EIS
should at least indicate considerations, including factors not
related to environmental quality, which is likely to be relevant and
important to a decision. EIS Section 2.2.2 describes the alternative
identification process methodology and Section 2.2.2 summarizes
the results of the alternative identification process. The objective
criteria and the qualitative operational considerations listed in
these sections will be considered with the Revised Draft EIS,
including public and agency comments, in the decision of whether
to base F-35A operational aircraft at one or more of the
alternatives presented in the Revised Draft EIS.
SO-16 |HO155, HO159, HO160, HW125, EIS should include comprehensive |See response to SO-15.
HW128, HW129, M859 economic study to address
concerns related to overflights on
fragile economy.
SO-17 [M280 Would being located just outside |[The Air Force recognizes that noise impacts and related impact to

the 65 dB DNL line protect
someone from real estate value
degradation?

property values could be experienced outside of the 65 dB DNL
contour. As demonstrated in EIS Appendix C, Section C1.3.1,
community surveys of noise annoyance demonstrate that noise
annoyance has been documented below 55 dB DNL. The 65 dB
DNL is used to evaluate the impacts of noise because it is the
recognized noise measure used at airports throughout the
continental U.S.
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Response
Number

Comment Number

Comment Description

Response

SO-18

M270, M277, M285, M296, M318,
M320, M340, M345, M358, M360,
M362, M368, M853, M859, M863,
M865, M880, M884, M902, M919,
M929, M936, M937

Potential sellers of homes in areas
above 65 dB DNL will have to
disclose to prospective buyers and
lessees that the properties have
been designated as "not suitable
for residential use." Potential
buyers of these properties will not
qualify for federally-guaranteed
loans, program assistance,
subsidies, or housing insurance.

As noted in Response LU-1, the land use compatiblity guidelines by
FICUN are used to determine potential noise impacts on land use.
The Air Force does not have the authority to change community
land uses or to deem properties as "not suitable for residential
use." HUD, FHA, and VA mortgage policies generally prohibit
guaranteeing mortgage loans for new homes located within noise
zones of 75 dB DNL or greater or within clear zones. These same
mortgage policies make availability of federally guaranteed
mortgage loans discretionary for new homes located within noise
zones of 65 to 75 dB DNL. The term “new home” includes new
construction, existing homes that are less than one year old, and
existing homes that have been substantially remodeled. HUD, FHA,
or VA mortgage policies may also impose conditions on mortgage
loan guarantees (such as written acknowledgement of noise
conditions) for existing homes located in the 75 dB DNL or greater
noise zone or within clear zones.

SO-19

M326

The issues of real estate
devaluation loss of affordable
housing, and the commercial
redevelopment of buyout-
generated "green space" are not
adequately addressed in the EIS.
The EPA defines "green space" as
agricultural use (crops,
pastureland), recreational use (golf
courses, ball fields, open space),
and ecological use (wildlife
sanctuaries, nature preserves,
wetlands). This doesn't appear to
be what the City of Burlington has
planned for land acquired.

See SO-14 for response to devaluation. Response LU-3 addresses
the buyout and redevelopment currently being completed around
Burlington IAP. This action is part of the Noise Compatibility
Program established by the City of Burlington in conjunction with
the FAA. The Congress has delegated authority to the FAA to
undertake these buyout programs; the military has not been given
that authority.
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Response
Number

Comment Number

Comment Description

Response

SO-20

M346, M858, M865, M880, M882,
M884, M890, M897

South Burlington has little to no
affordable housing available -
many houses are being
demolished due to current airport
noise. New personnel would have
to commute farther distances,
leading to a negative effect on
traffic, road conditions, road

infrastriictiire and nollution A/l

See Response SO-9.

SO-21

M342, M912

In the Executive Summary, the
answer to the scoping question
"How will noise from the F-35A
affect property values and the
economy?" refers to Section
3.11.1.2 of the document;
however, this section does not
address property values.

See Response SO-1.

SO-22

M342, M912

Two studies used to address
property values and noise in
Appendix C (Newman and Beattie
1985, Fidell et al. 1996) conflict
with each other and do not lead to
a reasonable conclusion that
property values are unaffected by

noise at levels of 65 dB DNL or
hichor

See Response SO-13.

SO-23

M342, M912

Conclusions made by the Newman
and Beattie (1985) study are not
applicable to the Burlington area,
as many of the homes in the high
DNL noise areas are newer, of
average or larger size, and in good
condition. Other properties within
the noise contours are marketed
as high grade or luxury
condominiums.

Newman and Beattie (1985) acknowledges that other factors such
as the size, age, and condition of a property do affect property
values. The study considers normalizing these effects (or holding
them constant) in order to isolate to the extent possible the effect
of noise on properties. The study concludes that noise by itself
has been shown to decrease property values by a small amount.
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s-SO

Response L.
Comment Number Comment Description Response
Number
SO-24 (M342, M912 The DEIS does not include studies

that support the conclusion that
property values are adversely
affected by airport noise, including
Dr. Timothy Hogan's "An
Evaluation of the Potential Loss in
West Valley Home Values from
Locating F-35 at Luke AFB."

Appendix C at Section C2.7 cites research that indicates a
correlation between noise and a decrease in property values.
However, these studies note that property values can also be
affected by factors other than noise. Hogan's study was not
included in the evaluation because this other research refutes his
findings.
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Response Number

Comment Number

Comment Description

Response

TT-1

M346

Increases in traffic around Burlington IAP
described in the DEIS would result in an
exceedance of the primary Level of Service

threshold.

Section BR3.14.1.2 of the EIS acknowledges that under ANG
Scenario 2 the anticipated increase in traffic volume would
exceed the primary screening criteria established in Section
3.15 of Chapter 3 but would not exceed the threshold of
significance. The greatest impact on traffic flow would occur
on Unit Training Assembly weekends.
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Water Resources-WR

Response Comment L.
Comment Description Response
Number Number

WR-1 [HW107, M933 |Concern that toxic exhaust will See Response AQ-1. Emissions from the F-35A would generally decrease

ultimately run into the lake. when compared to baseline conditions. Each base-specific Section 3.5
indicates that no water or soil contamination is expected and base-
specific Sections 3.15 indicate that the use of toxic materials would
decrease or be eliminated with the basing of the F-35A.

WR-2 |HO160, HW129 [Concern for impact of hydrazine in Section 3.16 in Chapter 3.0 of the EIS notes that the F-35A's new
water system, brooks, rivers, or lakes in [Integrated Power Package has replaced the hydrazine system used by
the incident of a crash or fuel spill. the F-16s. Therefore, the F-35A will not increase the potential for

hydrazine contamination in the water system.
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